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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Overview

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) proposes to demolisi4 Binidisissociated structures

and systemshe bearing cooling tower foundation, skim pand,fourconcretdoundationsof demolishedooling
towerswithin the Valley Gendiiag StatiorfVGS)(project or proposed projecihe associated structures and systems
adjacent to Unit&4 that would also be demolished include the external connected turbine deck, circulating watel
piping connections, the oil water separatoffiftie Street pipe trenclndthe weld shopThe A/B Basins would

remain in servicand theevers@smosigRO) trailer would not be demolished but would be removedtsaunrrent
location.Units 1-4 were decommissionedi®02 and the four cooling towers were demolish2@1i These areas

within the VGS propertyave been identified as available land for installafdiutoferenewablenergyprojectto

help LADWP meet Senate Bill (SB) 350 requirements and greenh@id&yesduction goalglowever, the need,

timing, and nature of any future projects at VGS is currently unknown, and if such projects are proposed in the futur
they would be subject to additional environmental assessment prior to any approvals matiopleme

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California PRC, Section 21000 et seq.) is the main statutory basis for
environmental review of projects in California. CEQA emphasizes the needcfaligulddure and identifying and
mitigating any environmental impacts associated with proposed projects. Unless a project falls within exemptions set fort
CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), it requires at least some level oftahrgroemander CEQA.

The proposed project does not fall within any exemptions set forth in CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines.

As the lead agendyADWP prepared an initial stufl$)in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, to evaluate
potential environmenteffects and to determine whether an environmental impac{EBjra negative declaration,

or amitigated negative declaration (MNByuld be prepared for the proposed project. Per Section 15070(b) of the
CEQA Guidelines, an MND is prepared for agatojvhen amS has identified potentially significant effects on the
environment, but (1) revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant before t
proposed MND is released for public review would avoid the effedtigatenthe effects to a point where clearly no
significant effect on the environment would occur and (2) there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole reco
before the public agency that the project, as revised, may have a significartheffactimmment.

ThelS determined that the implementation of the proposed project could cause some potentially significant impacts on t
environment, but as shown in the environmentalkllyanal
significant impacts would be reduced tethesssignificant levels through the implementation of mitigation measures.
Consequently, the analysis contained herein concludes that an MND shall be prepared for the proposed project.

JANUARY 2021
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The environmental documentation and supporting analysis is subject to a public review period. Therefore, the docum
will be submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review, and the review period is determined to be 30 days in accorde
with Section 15@70f the CEQA Guidelines. Following review of any comments received, LADWP will consider these
comments as a part of the proposed project’s enviro
by LADWP in accordance with Section 15074 ¢hecdCEQA Guidelines.

1.3 Project Location
ProposedProject Site

The project site is located within the VGS in the City of Los Angeles (City) in the San Fernando Valley region of the Coul
of Los Angeles (County). Generally, the VGS is in the northeastem of the City in the Sun Valley neighborhood,
approximately 1 mitertheast of the Interstate (I) 5 and State Route (SR) 170 intersection. Access to the VGS is provide
from Sheldon Streethich forms the southern site boundatgt. San Fernand®oad has secondary access driveways into
theVGSandforms the westesiteboundaryT he VGS is surrounded by the County
Spreading Grounds Facility to the nathodismantling shops anthnufacturingses to the sdutand easthe Bradley

Landfill and Recycling Center to the saartikdhospital, commercjand residential uses to the west (Figure 1, Project
Location)Surrounding land uses are deschibedtaibelow.

Specifically, the VGS is located at 1180H@h&treet. The project site consists of VGS Wnritsand related
structures anslystensin the central portion of VG8ebearing cooling tower foundatamdskim pondhorthof the
units,andfour foundationf demolished coolingwerseast of thenits (Figure 2, Demolition Area$s shown in
Figure 2, the related structures and systems located nearddh@swould also be demolished include the external
connected turbine deck, circulating water pgungections, the oil water separatorfifie Steet pipe trench, and
the weld shoprhe A/B Basins wouldemain in servicand the RO trailer would not be demolished but would be
removed fronits currentocation.
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Existing Conditions

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Energy Production Facilities

LADWR'oswer system is the nation’ s | ar-guestiearea miLasi p a |
Angeles and much of the Owens Valle . DWP’' s power system supplies more
of el ectricity 4ailioneeaidentst and has dver 7,8D0 MW bf gendration capacity. For power
generation, LADWP operates dasin thermal plants, 1 aitbasin thermal plani4 small hydroelectric plants, 1

large hydroelectric plant, 1 wind plant, and 2 solar phatoynts. LADWP is the sole owner and operator of the

four electric generation stations in the Los Angeles, Basio wn -bmsin stations These i ncl ude
Generating Station in Long Beach, Harbor Generating Station in Wilmington, Scatteeyatidgsgtation in Playa

del Rey, and théGSin Sun Valley. Each station consists of multiple generating units ranging in size between 43 MW
and 250 MW, and utilize natural gas as a fuel source (LADWP 2017).

Valley Generating Station

Construction offte VGSbegann 193 with Unitsland2 o meet t he City’ sUnigBandvdwerg den
permitted and constructed over the following years, and-dnitere all producing power by 1956. part of LA
commitment to increase energy efficiency and reliability, the VGS began its repowering project in 20@3défronean,

energy through combined cycle technology. Repowering was completed in 2004 with the installatiorcyaflea simple
approximatel$t3MW gagurbine generator (Unit 5) and a combayete generating unit (Units 6, 7, and 8) consisting of two

gas turbines with heat recovery steam generators, which supplies one steam turbine with a combinetirtatahpiant
capacityf approximately76 MW. The total net dependable capacity for the ¥@8agimatelg30MW (LADWP 2@0).

VGS Unitsl—-4were decommissioned in the early 2000s after the commission of simple cycle Unit 5, and combined cycl
Units 6, 7, and 8]l of which are situated naétst of Unitd—4. Units1—4 were designed with diasd or fuel oifired
conventional steagenerating boilers and with a cldseg condenser cooling water syskach unit has an associated
exhaust stack that stamdproximatel\250feet tall. The primary structures of Units 1 and 2 are approxii#afelt

tall, and Units 3 and 4 are approximdfeffeet tall(LADWP 19511953 1954. The cooling towers associated with
Units 1land2 were demolished in 200(bad of the Repower ProjeEaur additionatooling towergor Units 3and4

were demolished in 20Theremainingooling towefoundationsre locatedast of Unitd—4. Largestorage tankare

located north of Units4, includingthe HansetiReclamatin Tank, which primarily stores reclaimed water used in the
service water systeandthe Distillate Tankwhich stores diesel fuel for use in combustion turlbimesriginal six fuel

oil storage tanks, located northeast of Unitswere demolished in batches, two in 2004, which were replaced with the
Distillate and Hanséranks in 2005, and the remaining four tanks in 2016 and20i6n2019).

The systems and equipmesgociatedithi Units1—4, which will be demolished along withuhi¢s, include (1) boiler plant
equipment, which includes the boiler feed system, boiler and equipment, boiler watesystake, draft equipment,
instruments and controls, and fuel oil and gassy8) turime-generator units, which consist ofdiheulating water system,

JANUARY 2021
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cooling towers, condensers, main turbine, turbine instruments and control, and lubricating oil purification system; (
miscellaneous power plant equipment, which includesitheessed air system, crane and locomotivajeilseparators,

deep well pumping units, and fire protection system; and (4) electrical equipment such as the main generators, pc
transformers, main switch gear, auxdisitgh gear, and miscellanesestrical equipment.

Surrounding Land Uses

The project site is located within the MG &e Sun Valley neighborhood within the City of Los Anbaleb.uses
near the VGS include residentiammerciainedicalindustrial, manufacturing, and angtlated use$he project site
is contained within the central and southeastern portions of the VGBuand primarily surrounded by other
components of the VGS properfhe following sectionsither detail theahd usesurrounding the project site

North: The northern portion of the VGS contains a gravebitwest of Unitd&—4, two existing and fodemolishedtorage
tanksnorth of Unitsl—4, and the fluedale Training Centtr the northeasif Units1—4, which consists @fADWP training
grounds and facilitie8 concretdined drainagehanneforms the northerrVGS property boundaripeyond which is the
County’'s Department of Publ i .dheWansek SpreatimgEGockaditySs@a shalland i n g
basin thagllows for groundwater recharge and controls flomsthe Hansen Dam and Big Tga Dam.Sheldon Pit, a
privately operated gravelgined by Vulcan Materials Companipcated nortbf the intersection of Sheldon Street and
Glenoaks Boulevai@pen spaceare located northeast of Sheldorirfeitiding the Hansen Dam, Hansen Lake, and Hansen
DamGolf CourseOtheruses surrounding this goeianarily consist ahanufacturing, induistt, and auteelated uses.

East: The foundations of the demolished cooling towers are located in theasterth portion of the VGShe
eastern portion of the VGS alsontains Units 5 throughahd associated equipmant storagelhe Truesdale
Training Center, an LADWP training grounds, is located northeast of the VGS phopedismantling and other
autorelated commerciand manufacturingses are located on the eastern boundary of VGS, along Glenoaks
Boulevard. Th&un Valley Landfill, an &efy operating landfdlvned byulcanMaterials Companig locateckast

of the intersectioof Glenoaks Boulevard and Sheldon Street.

South: The foundations of the demolished cooling towers are lodaeddantheastern portion of the VE&Besouthern
portion of the VGS contains taitchyardsouth of Units—4. To the southwest of Units4 is the Joint Safety and
Training InstituteThe southern boundary of the VGSdrmed by ShelddBtreetwhichprovides the main access to the
VGS property.&veral industrighanufacturingnd auterelatedusesarelocated along SheldBtreetThe Bradley Landfill
and Recycling Center, owned by Waste Management Inc., iséotiatefhe intersectiorof Gleroaks Boulevard and
Sheldon Street. The Bradley Landfill ceased operations in June 2007 as a Class Ill municipal landfill.

West: The western portion of the VGS contains the aforementioned gravel pit northwest df4Jrits
Administration Buildinggndparkingto the west of Unit$&4. Other components within the VGS property include the
Raw Water Storage Tank, and excess storagélaeasstern boundany the VGSs formed bydld San Fernando
Road, which was previously uasthe VGS mairaccess road and entraring,is now an unmaintained road that
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deadends west of the VGShe shared Metrolink Antelope Valley line and Union Pacific Freight line runs parallel
between th©Ild Sa Fernando Road and San Fernddolad Medical $ierra Medical ClinemdPacifica Hospital of
the Valley, residential, manufacturjmgdustrialand commerciaises are located along San Fern@ned

14 Environmental Setting
Sun ValleyLa Tuna Canyan Community Plan

The project site is located in the Sun Valley neighborhood and within the Sua YaheyCanyon Community Plan

Area (Community Plan Area). Sun Valley was originally developed as a train stop on the Southern Pacific Railro
whichwabui |t between 1874 to 1876. The town was annexeée
industrial base. The new community was promoted as an area with a fuel pipe, natural gas line, electricity, aquec
water and switching facilities. Amg the first products manufactured were water heaters, metal windows, and sand
and gravel as the major industry.

The project site is designated as Public Facilities within the General Plan. Accor8ing Yatteg.a Tuna Canyon
Community PlagCommuity Plai, there is a need for modernizing of public facilities in order to improve services
and accommodate changes in the Community Plan Area (City of Los Angeles 1999).

Zoning and Land Use

The project site currently has a land use designatiorioffaghities (City of Los Angeles 2018bjsanoned Public
FacilitiedPF)(City of Los Angeles 2018a) According to the City’'s Mundcipal
provide regulations for the use and development of publicly owned land mmo t o i mpl ement t h
General Plann particular t he ci rcul ation and service systems des
plans, and other relevant General Plan elements, including the circulation, public, Bectesgioice systems
elements (City of Los Angeles 2019).
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Background

According to th017PowerStrategic Lor@erm Resource Plais TRB, LADWP aimsto identify a portfolio of
power generation resources that meets the City’'s en
reliability standard&.main focu®f theSLTRPis reducing GHG emissions while ensuring reliable electde aavi

mai ntaining cost competitive rates by examining mul
renewables was initiated in the early 2000s, and has guided the adoption of increasing levels of renewable en
(LADWP 2017)Additiondly, SB1O0 requireshat60%of electricity generated asuldto retail customers per ybear

from eligible renewable energy resourc&ebgmber 312030.

LADWP proposes to demolish VGS Uriitgl and the related systems and equipment, the beariimg toalker
foundation and skim pond north of tirgts, and the remaining foundations of four cooling t@estof theunits.

As shown in Figure 2, the related systerd®quipmenbcated near Units4 tha would also bdemolished include

the external connected turbine deck, circulating water piping iooisnéoe oil water separatbe Fifth Street pipe
trench,and the weld shofhese previously decommissioned units contain hazardous matduidilsg asbestos,

lead paint, and merctegntaining instrumentsnd removal of these materials and the aging infrastructure is necessary
to maintain a safe working environment for LADWP plant persdheeh/B Basins would be abandoned in place

and the RO trailer woultbt be demolished but would be removed from this loc@tierinactive piping in the Fifth

Street pipe trench would be demolished and renimudle piping associated with the A/B Basins would remain in

the trenchAt least on@refabricated trailer wolbe addedearUnits 5, 6, and 7 to house worksirsgethe location

would be more centrally located to the site than the existing administration Wpddisgmpletion of construction,

the entire project site would Hmeckfilled to surrounding gradée VGS Unitd—4 generation block may be used in

the future for new facilities, including renewable energy pitegeat®uld help LADWP meet 3B0 requirements

and GHG reduction goaldlowever, the need, timing, and nature of any future proje@S & ®urrently unknown,

and if such projects are proposed in the future, they would be subject to additional environmental assessment priol
any approvals or implementation.

2.2 Demolition Activities and Sequencing

As previously discussed, pineject would include demolitionstfucturesand systemsithin the demolition boundaries
identified in Figure 2 (with the exceptibthe A/B Basinslocated by the Fifth Street pipe tremghichwouldremain in
serviceand the RO trailehetweerlJnits 3 and 4whichwould berelocatel] Demolition activities associated with the
proposed projecreanticipatedo beginin fall 2021and continue through the endvdghter 2024The duration of the
demolition activities would be approxim&keigonths and would take place 5 days per week, Monday througtwithiday
typical working hours starting frord@.m.to 300p.m
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The general procedures that would be followed during demolition are described below. Although certain activities m
precede biers (e.ghazardous waste must be removed before steartidemolished, and structures must be demolished
before the removal of subgrade facilities), the actual sequencing of procedures may vary to some degree, and there \
likely be an overlap of various activities occurring in different areas of ¢heiter.digowever, the type and scope of the
activities described provide a basis to assess potential environmental impacts from the proposed project.

Preparatory Work

Construction vehicles would access the site via the second access drivéWdySaldreynando Road’ he access
drivewayand internal road would undergo minor repairs to allow for improved access for construction vehicles. Repail
would include pavement restoration that would occur over a period of approximately 2 months.

Hazardous Waste Rmoval

Hazardous waste removal at dawit would occur prior to demolitiasf the Unit. Activitiesvould primarily involve
asbestoand lead abatemennd is anticipated ¢é@cur over a period approximatel$$ months. The steam boilers and
associatestructures would be entirely enclosed in a containment tent. Inside the containment tent, individaial negative
containments would be supported with scaffolding, andlib@eterthick lowdensity polyethylene sheeting would be
wrapped around the scédling to seal individual structures, piping areas, and equipment.-Alegadicieines would be
powered by electricity and run 24 hours a day to scrub the air inside the containment by capturing airborne particles
HEPA filter. Interior lighting woulaso require electricity. The HEPA filters and air quality conditions would be monitored
daily, and the filters would be changed regularly according to regulatory standards. Hazardous materials removed fron
units would be properly contained and déspofat a hazardous materials landfill.

Demolition

Structures proposed for demolition outside of the Units would be demolish@tdilRO trailer would not be
demolished but would be removed from this locattum A/B basins immediately north of theits wouldremain in
servicewhile connecting pipes witliifth Streetwould be removed and the remaining trench would be backfilled.
Removal of th&ifth Streepipes and trench backifilbuld take approximately one mofdHowed bydemolitionof

the oil water separator addmolition of theveld shop ovea period ofipproximately 3 months.

Demolition of tke units wouldoccurover a period of approximateymonthsand would include the related structures
and systems within the identified demolition area (Figitiie Bjely that Units 1 and 2 would be demolished together,
and Units 3 and 4 would be demolished together because they are connected to efiehretherah of hazardous
materials, each unit would be demolished starting from the éxtbim deck and equipmemtd working toward

the interiorboilers, tubing and other piping withile structure. The stacks would be removed through cutting and
removing sections from the top downward so that pieces fall into the existing structures.
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Once demolished, the concrete foundations of Un#tswould be crushed and backfilled over a period of
approximately 9 months. Additionally, the concrete founslafitive bearing cooling tower and the four cooling tower
foundations east of the units would be crushed and backfilled over a period of approximately8hmoathlying
structures to béemolished and removed incltitieskim pond north of the Uni3emolition and backfill of thekim
pond wouldakeapproximately 2 months.

Excavation and Subgrade Work

Excavatiotfior removal of substructusgsuld occur down to approximately 15 feet below ground surface. Subgrade demolition
would include removal tifie four cooling tower foundations, the bearing cooling tower foundation, the skim pond, the
foundations of Units-## and removal of substructures within the demolition boundaries, such as the circulating water lines, fu
tanks and oil sumps adjacemzoh unit, and théfth Street pipe trench. Further subgrade work would include the removal of
concrete footings, which, once removed, would be backfilled with crushed concrete. Rock crushers would be used to crust
concrete foundations, which wouldibed to backfill thgroject site to grada limited amount of imported material may also

be required to fill deeper excavation areas. Below grade demolitioraadtivitigsing crushing activities are expected to occur

for approximately 21 monthsdhghout the majority of demolition activities.

Material Hauling

LADWP estimates that the project would ger@re366 cubic yardéconstruction waste over the approximatatgonth

project timelinelhe demolished material would be stockpiled on site until enough material has been amassed to efficiently h
it off site.Over the course of the project life, the number of haul trips would be approx2BatedyiBiripsThe metals (the

majority isteel, with other metals, including copper, brass, and chrome) would likely be hauled 3 laerecsideseveral
potential landfill and recycling centers that accept construction and demolition debris and recycling Wathive2orojlest

site with the exception of hazardous materials, such as asbestos and lead abatement waste, which would be hauled and di
of at an appropriate site that accepts hazardous Rigstigsthousanepound tractetrailer trucks would be used to haul
materialsaway, and no oversized loads are anticipsedargest load would be the generator rotors, which cannot be
disassembled, and they would be hauled away using a flatbeditea.ctor

2.3 Demolition Equipment, Truck Trips, and Personnel

All requirectonstruction equipmeand vehicles would access the site via the second driveway along Old San Fernando Roa
which borders theresern side of the VGS properll construction equipment andrkervehiclesor the proposed project
would bestagedvithin the VGS boundar@onstruction equipment, trucks and worker veliclesl be stagad an empty

1 The construction and demolition contractor may opt to use these facilities or other facilities in the region, depemditagnoesci
such as daily capacities at the facility, waste quantities, and type of waste, at the time that disposamtedd&ar@uposes
of this analysis, it was assumed that waste would be hauled to nearby facilities within 2 miles of the site. Bee baditipn 3.3,
for further details.
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lot north of the existing employee parkinganth of the Raw Water Storage Tank in the western portei GfSproperty.

In addition, demolition contractors would require temporary trailers on site for demolition managemenhaxttivitiesd

be stagedithin the VGS propertit least one prefabricatiediler would also be provided for existing LADWiBl@yees
nearUnits 5, 6, and 7 to house workengethe location would be more centrally located to the project site than the existing
administration buildinGonstructionrafficwould be restricted to enterangl exiting the siieom Old San Fermalo Roada
deadend street that does not support threwaific. It is likely that oversized equipmenth as large and heavy excavators
and cranesvould be delivered at night to avoid peak traffic times.

The proposed project would require the omerati various pieces of heavy equipment on site, including excavators,
cranes, loaders, tractors, crushing equipment, graders, and peugpe and level of use of this equipment would

vary across the phases of work, with an estimated daily ggadoxiinatelg0 pieces of equipment occurring during
several months of the proposed project. The peak number of sty wéfck tripsvould be abow0roundtrips for

several months in the later stages of the proposed project. During the balance of the proposed project, the number
daily truck roundtrips would be substantially lower, often less than 10 per day. These truck ggevatiyithe
distributed throughout theorkday rather than concentrated during a particular portion of the day. The number of
daily onsite personnel would range from a low of 15 to a higR,qddiaking at or above 100 during numerous months

of the prgect. It was assumed that these personnel would each generate a vehicle trip inbound to the project site in
morning and a separate vehicle trip outbound from the project site in the afternoon.

2.4 Project Design Features and Construction Regulatory Requirements

The following commitments would be employed during construction of the proposed project to help minimize or
eliminate potential impacts to the environment. These commitments are distinguished from mitigation measurc
because they are best manmant practices (BMPs) required by law, regulation, or @aiangoing, regularly

occurring professional practicgsare project design features (PDFs) that would be implemented as part of the project.

PDF-TRAF-1 Use of Alternate Project Access$-or the duration of peak construction phi@sticipated
to occur during the overlap of construction phases with demolition of Units 3 thied 4)
project Construction Manager/Contractor shall allow the constrreltibed worker traffic
to use an alternateit Main Gatejrom the site located aloB@eldorstreet, during the PM
peak hourThe Contractoshallinstall a sign prohibiting right tarout of the Main Gate
along Sheldon Street to ensure that the outbound traffic turns left and travels east along
Sheldon Street during the PM peak hour (3:006000.p.m.)With fewerworkers being
allowed to utilize an alternate exit during the PM peak hoprpplosed project would not
contribute toor cause a hazardous conditainthe San Fernando Road/Sbaldtreet
intersection and operational deficiencies dhtbestate (I northbound ofmamp-Rincon
Avenue/Sheldon Streét5 northbound offamp-Jerome Street/Laurel Canyon Boulevard
andl-5 southbound ramps/Laurel Canyon Boulewdedsections.
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Grading, excavation, and construction is required to comply with the 2016 California Building Code, as they relate to
preparation and construction, alteration, moving, demalition, repair, and structures and building servic@ reguipment.
California Building Codequires the preparation of engineering geologic reports, supplemental ground response report
and/or geotechnical reports for all new construction, new structures on existing sites, and alterations to existing building:
dso includes seismic design criteria and requirements for use in the structural design of buildings (i.e., baaedrdn seismic I
maps and the seismic design category) and specifies building components that require special seismic certification.

Activities at the project site shall comply with existing federal, state, and local regulations regarding hazardous material
storage, disposal, and transport to prevent prelgtetd risks to public health and safety. Aiteryenerated waste that

meets hzardous criteria shall be stored, manifested, transported, and disposed of in accordance with Title 22 of the Califo
Code of Regulations and in a manner to the satisfaction of the local Certified Unified Program Agency.

Consistent with standard opematprocedures and regulatory requirements, construction conivaatdbe required
to implement the followingMPs

1 Trucks and equipment entering the project site shall be inspected to be free from oil, gasoline, or other vehic
fluid leaks.

1 Equipmenfueling areas shall be locatey from storm drains.

1 All hazardous material spills and contaminated soils shall be excavated immediately upon discovery to minim
soil and water contamination and the potential of wildlife being poisoned or otlaeméde

1 The contractor shall maintain hazardous materials spill control, containment, and cleanup kits of adequate s
and materials for potential accidental spills and reteasasby storm drains

The proposed project would be required to compty Ndtional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
requirements for control of discharges of sediments and other pollutants during constamtiowa#erpollution
preventionplan (SWPPP) would be prepared and submitted to the State Wateefk€mirol Boar(EWRCRB)A

SWPPP identifies receiving water risks (e.g., Sechijmnd@sirments, beneficial uses of downstream water bodies) and
potential sources of pollutants during construction, as well as §déEiftbat would prevent consttion pollutants from
contacting stormwater with the intent of keeping products of erosion from moving off site into receiving waters. Typice
measures to prevent wind and water erosion may include, but are not limited to, application of watemduking earth
activities, flattened cut and fill slopes, sand bags, straw waddles, and no work on high wind days. The proposked project w
obtain coverage under the General Permit for Discharges afedtorAssociated with Construction Activity in effect at
thetime of grading permit application. The SWPPP would also require preparation of an Erosion and Sediment Control Pl
If groundwater dewatering is requisaivateringpermit would be required.

The proposed project would be required to comply witRRR¥ES Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4)
permit issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Contro(PBA&EB) The proposed project would
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implement appropriate BMPs to prevent new sources of stormwater pollutants. Thesellg@MPR®urceontrol
features such as drainage facility inspection and maintenasstes¢hunal BMPs), MS4 stenciling and signage (i.e.,
for inlets), and protection of slopes and channels (against erosion and/or scour). The following list mplades exa
of BMPs that would be implemented during demolition activities:

1 Stockpile containment and exposed soil stabilization structures (e.g., Visqueen plastic sheeting, fiber rolls, grz
bags and/or hydroseed);
{1 Storm drain inlets in the demolition arealavbe surrounded by gravel bags or other suitable methods of filtration.

1 All potential hazardous wastes would be contained, transported, and disposed of in accordance wit
applicable regulations.

1 Demolition work areas would be regularly swegtepidtlean, orderly, and free of trash.

1 All authorized nostormwater discharges would be identified in the SWPPP along with BMPs that would be
implemented to eliminate or reduce pollutants, which may include use of settling tanks or screens to redu
susended sediment loads.

2.5 Discretionary Approvals Required for the Project

Numerous approvals and/or permits would be required to implement the proposed project. The environmenta
documentation for the project would be used to facilitate compliancedeiisth &d state laws and the granting of
permits by various state and local agencies having jurisdiction over one or more aspects of the project. These apprc
and permits may include, but may not be limited to, the following:

City of Los Angeles Departnent of Water and Power

1 Adoption of the MND by the Board of Commissioners

1 Approval of the proposed project by the Board of Commissioners
South Coast Air Quality Management District

1 Demolition Permit

1 Fugitive Dust Abatement Plan Approval (Rule 403)
Los Angekes Regional Water Quality Control Board

1 General Stormiater Permit Associated with Construction Activities

JANUARY 2021
LADWP 16



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
VALLEY GENERATING STATION DEMOLITION PROJECT
(UNITS 1-4 AND ASSOCIATED STRUCTURES)

2.6 References Cited

City of Los Angeles. 1999. Sun Vadleeyuna Canyon Community Plan Update, CPC File N@48/CPU.
Adopted August 13, 1999.

City of Los Angeles. 2018a. Zoning Map. Accessed AprihgpIzimas.lacity.org/

City of Los Angeles. 2018b. Land Use Map. Accessed Apfitgxt8planning.lacity.org/MapGallery/Image/
Citywide/GPLanduse.pdf

City of Los Angeles. 2019. Los Ang&lenicipal Code Chapter 1 General Provisions and Zoning. Accessed
February 14, 2019. http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/lapz/

municipalcodechapteriplanningandzoningco?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:lapz_ca.

LADWP (Los Angeds Department of Water and PowiEdp1" Design Equipment: Front Elevations; Units 1 & 2; Valley
Steam Plant. Sheet set. Drawing NumE0a6 Los Angeles, California; LADWP Engineering Division

LADWRP. 1953 Design Equipment Section; Left Side Elevation Unit No. 3.Valley StedhSRé&eitset. Drawing
Number M80020. Los Angeles, California: LADWP Engineering Division

LADWP. 1954'Design Equipment Section; Right Side Elevation Unit No. 4. Valley StedrS et set.
Drawing Number M20020. Los Angeles, California: LADWP Engineering Division

LADWP. 20172017 Power StrategieTlasngResource. Plaressed April 2019. https://www.ladwp.com/
ladwp/faces/wcnav_externalldfadoc?_adf.ct$tate=rdtrnwif 29& afrLoop=07384135084792

LADWP.2018Valley Generating Station d4jt®dmolitions and Available LantVfmFRepared by Generating
Station and Facilities Engineering. July 12, 2018.

LADWP. 2020Generation Ratings and Cap&cities Sourdaguary 10, 2018

Treinen,DJ. 2019. *“RE: Changes to ValJlTeigen(Gdey Generdiinga i |
Station Managgto N. Chung(Environmental Affai)s April 24, 2019.

JANUARY 2021
LADWP 17



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
VALLEY GENERATING STATION DEMOLITION PROJECT
(UNITS 1-4 AND ASSOCIATED STRUCTURES)

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

JANUARY 2021
LADWP

18



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
VALLEY GENERATING STATION DEMOLITION PROJECT
(UNITS 1-4 AND ASSOCIATED STRUCTURES)

3 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

The following discussion of potential environmental effects was completed in accordance with Section 15063(d)(3)
the CEQA Guideline2019 to determine if the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment.

1. Project title:
Valley Generating Station Demolition Prdjgoits 14 and Associated Structures)
2. Lead agency name and address:

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
EnvironmentaPlanning and Assessment

111 North Hope Street, Room 1044

Los Angeles, California 90012

3. Contact person and phone number:

James R. Howe

Environmental Planning and Assessment
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
2133670414

4. Project location:

The project site is located within the VGS in theil€itye San Fernando Valley region of the County. Generally,
the VGS is in the northeastern portion of the City in the Sun Valley neighborhood, to the northe&sarad the |
SR170 intersection. Access to the VGS is provided from SheldomSichdprms the southern site boundary.
The VGS is surrounded by the County’s Department
north; autedismantling shops amdanufacturingises to the south and e#st Bradley Landfill and Recycling
Center to the southnd hospital, commerciatd residential uses to the west

Specifically, the VGS is located at 11801 Sheldon Street. The project site consists oflG&hd ndkated
structures and systeim the central portion tfie VGS property, thebearing cooling tower foundation and skim
pond north of the unitend four foundations of demolished cooling towers in the southeast portion of VGS.

5. Project sponsords name and address:

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
111 North Hope $¢tet
Los Angeles, California 90012
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10.

11.

12.

13.

City Council Districts:

District 6

Neighborhood Council Districts:

Sun Valley Area Neighborhood Council
General plan designation:

Refer to Section 1.3 of th&

Zoning:

Refer to Section 1.3 of th&

Description of project:

Refer to Chapter @f thisIS.

Surrounding land uses and setting:
Refer to Section3of thislS.

Other public agencies whose approval is required:

1 SWRCB
1 Los Angeles RWQCB
1 South Coast AQuality Management Distr{@8CAQMD)

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.17idftbere a plan
for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal
cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentity, etc.?

Consultation is underway. Refer to Sectit#i08 this|S for further details.

Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and proje
proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to trit
cultural resources, and redue potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See
PRC Section210803.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage
Commi ssion’s Sacred L andsSction 3027.9¢erthe CHlifoimih HistoricBle s o u
Resources Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also no
that Public Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factocheckedelow would be potentially affected by this prajaatlving at least one impact
that i s a “ Pot en asimgitateg by Bé apecklfi thecf@alowing dagep. a ¢ t

[ ] Aesthetics

[ ] BiologicaResources

[] Geology and Soils

[ ] Hydrology and Water Quality
[ ] Noise

[] Recreation

[ ] Utilities and Service Systems

]

]

[

O O o o

Agriculture and Forestt [ ]  Air Quality

Resources

Cultural Resources

Greenhouse
Gas Emissions

[
[

Land Use and Planning []

Population and Housing []

Transportation

Wildfire

[
[

Energy

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Mineral Resources
Public Services
Tribal Cultural Resources

Mandatory  Findings ¢
Significance
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Evaluation Of Environmental Impacts

1.

A brief explanation is required afe@dequatélylsuppontedine r s

the information sources a | ead agency cites in t
is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply
projectsk e t he one involved (e.g., the project falls

be explained where it is based on pretific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pafits, based on a projspiecific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, includiibg agfwell as ite, cumulative as
well as projedevel, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as @bargiegts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answ
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less tha
significdrmnt .Si“ghadtfdrctaingal | mpact” i s appropriate i
significant. I f there are one or more “Potenti al
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

“Mgative Decl aration: Less Than Significant Wit h
mitigation measures has reduced an-ThadSfignti ffircamt®“ P
The lead agency must deschientitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant | evel (mitigation measur es-referenced). “ Ear |

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuantititige program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this cas
brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and stdtere they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope o
and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whe
such effedt were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

C. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Les
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined frofiettdoeament and the
extent to which they address-sjiecific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potent
impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinancésknRe to a previously prepared or outside document
should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources usédaty indiv
contacted should be cited in the discussion.
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8. Thisis only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies st
normally address the questions f r omnntertal effects me c k |
whatever format is selected.

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to lsggifiaance
3.1 Aesthetics
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Significant Mitigation Significant
Section 21099, would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] = ]
b) Substantially damage scenic resources including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and ] ] = ]
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Innon-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible L] ] Y ]
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views [] [] X []
in the area?
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

LessThan-Significant Impact. Scenic views or vistasthe City include public views to natural features.

The City General Plan identifidsews of the ocean, mountains, unique natural featodesertain historic
resources asesticfeaturesn the City wathy of protectionMajor scenic resources in the City includ8ahe
Gabrieland Santa Susavlauntains, whichound theCity on the norththe Santdonica Mountainsvhich

extend across the middle of @iy, and the Palogerdes Hills and Pacific Ocearhe south andest(City

of Los Angeles 2001). Of these scenic resources, the Santa Susan Mountains and San Gabriel Mountains
visiblefrom the project site® the north and east
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b)

The project would include demolition of structures and systems witbmdiieon boundaries identified in Figure

2. Much of the work involves the demolition and removal of substructures such as concrete foundations. Howeve
abovegrade structures to be removed that are visible from public vantage points includartdrilie associated

exhaust stacks, external structaresequipmenfis shown inthe photographs iRigure3, Existing Conditions,

the exhaust stacks associated witls Uitare the most prominefgaturs of the project that angsiblefrom
surrounding public vantage poifiteeexhaust stacks are approximately 250 feet tall, and the primary structures of
the units are up to approximately 150 feet tall (LADWR1B#ERI1954), angartially block the Santa Susana and

San Gabriel Mountaifiem view as shown in Photos A, B, and C of FiguviaBy otheexistingelements external

to the project site also contribute to the partial blocktigeerobuntains, includiegisting utility polestreetlights,
trees,and interveningdevelopmentThe cooling tower foundatignskim pond, weld shop, and various
substructures proposed for demolition and renapgatot visible from public vantage points, as these project
elements are relatively flat,-igiwg or below gradend do not contribute toiew blockageDuring project
construction, tall construction equipment such as cranes and other ethaprwentd be usddr demolition

would be visible on the project gigtentiallyresulting inemporarilincreased blockage of the mountainseto th

north and east. However, construction activities would be temporary, as project construction is anticipated to occ
over a period a1 months.Upon completion, the project would remove distinct vertical elements from the view
and result imeduced view blockagetbé surrounding mountain ranges from public vantage points. As such,
impacts would be less than significant.

Would the project substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and hstoric buildings within a state scenic highway?

LessThan-Significant Impact. The County has multiple eligible and officially designated state scenic highways.
The nearest eligible state scenic highway to the project site includes a segm2hd alfptfeximately 2 miles

north of the project site; the nearest officially designated state scenic highway includes a se@ment of SF
approximately 3.25 miles northeast of the project site (Caltrans 2019). Additionally, a sEffrisiat désignated

histaic parkway located approximately 14.7 miles southeast of the project site (Caltrans 2019).

The Community Plan designates Stonehurst Avenue (approximately 1.02 miles northeast of the project sit
La Tuna Canyon Road (approximately 1.11 miles soutlietist project site), Wentworth Street
(approximately 0.75 miles northeast of the project site), and the Foothill Fr2&@)ags(kcenic highways.

The Community Plan designates scenic highways as roadways that merit the protection and enhancemen
scelc resources. Further, the Community Plan proposes that protective land use controls be established fi
scenic corridors visible from these roadways. These roadways offer views to the San Gabriel Mountains, t
Verdugo Mountains, Hansen Dam, and nearlsg manches (City of Los Angeles 1999).

The scenic highways and associated scenic corridors are primarily located east of the project site. Therefore,
project site is not within the scenic corridors associated with these scenic roadways. Faorithtervdoing
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development and vegetation, the project site is largely blocked from view from these scenic roadways. However,
existing exhaust stacks associated with baited approximately 250 feet tall, and the primary structures of the
units araup to approximately 150 feet tall (LADWP 1951, 1953, 1954). These tall features could be visible fron
segments of the scenic roadwdie. cooling tower foundations are not particularly discernible from scenic
roadways or other public vantage pointseas giroject elements are relatively flat adgihgal he project would

result in the removal of tall, vertical features associated with-Wriitsnd the view. These features do not
contribute to the scenic value of the views available within thesoaors, and removal would not result in an
adverse impact to scenic quality. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts to scenic resources within a sce
highway, and impacts would be less than significant.

In non-urbanized areas, wouldhe project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage points). If the project is in an urbanized area, wdlthe project confiict
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The project site is located in an urbanized area within the community of Sun
Valley in the City of Los Angel@&be project site is zoned Public Facilities (PF) (City of Los Angeles 2018).
There are no specific provisions related to scenic quality applicable to the Public Facilities Zone. The Ci
designates scenic parkway specific plan areas and scenic corridgiapecdas within the City, which set

forth regulations governing scenic quality. However, the project site is not located within a scenic parkwa
specific plan or a scenic corridor specific plan area. The project involves the demolition and reiteoval of U
1-4 and associated structures and equipment, and the foundations of four cooling towers, leaving vacant sps
within the VGS. The project does not involve the construction of new facilities within the VGSs property, and
any potential future energy jeass would be separately analyzed at a later time. At least one prefabricated
trailer would be addegtarUnits 5, 6, and 7 to house existing LADWP employees, as the location would be
more centrally located to the project site than the existing adtioinibtrédding. However, it is unlikely that

the prefabricated trailer(s) would be visible from public vantage points. Further, the project site is entirel
developed with industrial development, and the addition of the trailer(s) would not resullich &itbonf
existing zoning or other regulations governing scenic quality. As discussed in Sela}jdhe3ptGect would

not result in an adverse impact on a protected scenic vista or scenic resources within a scenic highw:
Therefore, the project widunot conflict with applicable zoning or other regulations governing scenic quality.
The project would result in no impact.
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d) Would the projectcreate a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

LessThan-Significant Impact. Existingsources of light or glamn or near the project site consists of
parking lot lighting, safety asélcurity lighting, streetlights, and interior and exterior buildisginighe
surrounding commerciahdmanufacturingreasThe project involves the demolition and removal of Units

1-4 and associated infrastruciuard the concrete foundations airf@ooling tower, leaving vacant space
within the VGS propertyrhe duration of the demolition activities would be approximately 31 months, and
would take place 5 days per week, Monday through Friday, with typical working hours from 6:00 a.m. to 3:(
p.m. Therefore, demolition activities would occur during the day and would not require nighttime lighting.
Additionally, the projectoes not involve the construction of n@evmanenstructures that would create
additional sources of light or glake.previogly discussed l@ast one prefabricated trailer would be added
nearunits 5, 6, and 7. The prefabricated trailer(s) would include interior lighting and exterior safety and securi
lighting Lighting associated with the trailer(s) is expected to bamamichwould be subject to the regulations

set forth in the California Green Building Standards Code (CALf®&rabumnination. CALGreen sets forth
minimum requirements based on Lighting Zones, as defined in Chapter 10 of the California Administrative
Code. The requirements are designed to minimize light pollution in an effort to maintain darks skies and ensu
new development reduces backlight, uplight, and glare (BUG) from exterior light sources (CALGreen 2016
The project site is located within LightZone3, which establishes ambient illumination standardsbfor

areas (California Administrative Code 2016). The project would be required to comply with the maximurr
allowable BUG rating for Lighting ZoBgeas defined in Table 5.106.8 [N] of theGr¥een.Therefore,
compliance with the CALGreen standards for urban areas would ensure that the project would not result in
substantial new source of light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area; impa
would be less &m significant.

Referenceited

Caltrans (California Department of Transportation). @@lifornia Scenic Highway Mapping System. Accessed May
2019. www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways

City of Los Angeles. 19%un Vallelya TunaCommunity Platips://planning.lacity.org/complan/pdf/svycptxt.pdf

City of Los Angeles. 20@ity of Los Angeles General Plan, Conservatidtp&!lgotaamting.lacity.org/
cwd/gnlpln/consvelt.pdf

City of Los Angeles. 2018. Zoning Megressed April 2018tp://zimas.lacity.org/

LADWP (Los Angeles Department of Water and Bot@51" Design Equipment: Front Elevations; Units 1 & 2; Valley
Steam Plant. Sheet set. Drawing Numkg®0@6 Los Angeles, California; LADWP Engineeringsioiv.
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LADWRP. 1953 Design Equipment Section; Left Side Elevation Unit No. 3.Valley StedhSRé&eitset. Drawing
Number M80020. Los Angeles, California: LADWP Engineering Division

LADWP. 19547 Design Equipment Section; Right Side Elevation Unit No. 4. Valley StedrSifdantet.
Drawing Number M0020. Los Angeles, California: LADWP Emrging Division

3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially | Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department
of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of
forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resourc es Board.

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the L u u 4
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract? N N N X

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined
by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or L N N B
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use? [ O [ X
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use [ O [ X
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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a)

b)

c)

d)

Would the project convert Prime Farmiand, Unique Farmland, or Farmiand of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the mas prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to naagricultural use?

No Impact. The projecis located within the boundariesv@S which is zoned Public Facilit{®¥)and

has been opemgas a power plant sint®851 As shown on maps pursuant to the California Department of
Conservation’s Farmland Masgprapaty iadesignadied‘ashetlandl i ng F
and does not meet the definition of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statavzaded

(DOC 201@). Therefore, theroject would not result in conversion of Farmland teagoicultural usand

noimpact would occur.

Would the project confiict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. The project is located within the boundaries of, W& his zoned Public Facilitié3F (City

of Los Angeles 201¥.ccor di ng t he California Department of
Los Angeles County, the project site is not locatedautjacent to any lands under a Williamson Act contract.
The Los Angeles County Williamson Act 2015/2016 Map designates the project site and surrounding land :
nonWilliamson Act Land (DOC 2016b). In addition, the project site and surrounding arezocaedrfor
agricultural uses. As such, implementation of the project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultura
use or land under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the project would not conflict with existing agricultura
zoning or a Wliamson Act contract, and no impact would occur.

Would the project confiict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section, 4626
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The project is located within the boundaries of &l zoned Public Faciliti®F (City of
Los Angele019). The propertyvould notrequire rezoning @xisting forest land, timberland, or timberland
zoned Timberland producticthus, © impact would occur.

Would the project result in the loss of foresand or conversion of forest land to nosorest use?

No Impact. The project isolcated within the boundaries of VGS and is zoned Public F&EiRyi&Sity of
Los Angeles 2019)he property is not forest land that would be converted Hfwrest useand there is no
forest land located near the project Sherefore, there woute no loser conversion of forest lajghd o
impact would occur.
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e)

non-forest use?

agriculturalise andno impacwould @cur.
Reference<Cited

Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to neagricultural use or conversia of forest land to

No Impact. The project is located within the boundariésG@® and is zondéublic Facilitie¢PF (City of

Los Angeles201). The surrounding land uses include residential, commercial, medical, industrial,

manufacturing, and autelated usesnd there is no Farmland in the project viciftitgrefore, theproject
would not involve other changes to the environment that would result in the convEesimtaot to non

City of Los Angele2019. Planning and Zoning Baghviewed with the Zimadapping Applicatiandigital GIS
data] Accesseay6, 2019https://zimas.lacity.org

DOC (Department of Conservation). 201&s AngekeCounty Important Farmland 20&&rmland Mapping and
Monitoring Progma. Map Published July 2(Hi.//ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/FMMP/pdf/2016/los16.pdf

DOC. 2016b. Los Angeles County Williamson Act FY 2005/20d€ssed July 20Map Published 2016.
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/FMMP/pdf/2016/l0s16.pdf

3.3 Air Quality
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? L] L] X L]
b) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable L] L] X L]
federal or state ambient air quality standard?
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
d) Resultin other emissions (such as those leading
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number
of people?
JANUARY 2021
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a)

Would the project confiict with or obstrict implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The project site is located within auth Coast Air BasiSCAB, which
includes the nedesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, and all of Orange
County, and is within the jurisdictional boundaritee&CAQMD.

The SCAQMD administers the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the SCAB, which is a
comprehensive document outlining an air pollution control program for attaining all California Ambient
Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air QualitgeBtles (NAAQS). The most recent
adopted AQMP is the 2016 AQMP (SCAQMD 2017), which was adopted by the SCAQMD Governing
Board in March 201The 2016 AQMP represents a new approach, focusing on available, proven, and
costeffective alternatives to traditédrstrategies while seeking to achieve multiple goals in partnership
with other entities promoting reductions in GHGs and toxic risk, as well as efficiencies in energy use.
transportation, and goods movement (SCAQMD 2017).

The purpose of a consistencydifiig is to determine if a project is inconsistent with the assumptions and
objectives of the regional air quality plans, a
with federal and state air quality standards. The SCAQMD hisshestabiteria for determining consistency

with the currently applicable AQMP in Chapter 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3, in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Handbook. The criteria are as follows (SCAQMD 1993):

1 Whether the project would result in an increase ifieifpgency or severity of existing air quality
violations, cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of the ambient air quality
standards or interim emission reductions in the AQMP.

1 Whether the project would exceed the assumjtitims AQMP or increments based on the year of
project buildout and phase.

To address the first criterion regarding the pro
of existing air quality violations, cause or contribute taiolations, or delay timely attainment of the ambient

air quality standards or interim emission reductions in the AQMP,-geaEetted criteria air pollutant
emissions were estimated and analyzed for significance and are addressed under Seetailed.G{b)its

of this analysis are included in Appendix A. As presented in Sectiodedr®(lf)pn conducted under the
projectwould not generate criteria air pollutant emissions that would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, and the
project is not antigated to generate operational criteria air pollutant emissions.

The second criterion regarding the project’'s pot
based on the year of project buildout and phase is primarily assessed by detersistengy between the
project’”s | and use designations and potential to
consistent with, and would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of, the AQMP if the growth in
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b)

socioeconomic fears is consistent with the underlying regional plans used to develop the AQMP (per
Consistency Criterion No. 2 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook). The SCAQMD primarily uses
demographic growth forecasts for various socioeconomic categoriesagorpdusing, employment by
industry) developed by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for its Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) (SCAG 2016), which is based on gene
plans for cities anagnties in the SCAB, for the development of the AQMP emissions inventory (SCAQMD
2017¢ The SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS, and associated Regional Growth Forecast, are generally consistent with t
local plans; therefore, the 2016 AQMP is generally consistentaligovernment plans.

As discussed in Section 1.4, the project site is currently zoned Public(P&}{ltigsof Los Angeles 2018a)

and has a land use designation of Public Facilities (City of Los Angeles 2018b). The project is consistent w
the «isting land use designation and does not propose a change in land use designation. Accordingly, t
project is consistent with the SCAG RTP/SCS forecasts used in the SCAQMD AQMP development. In
addition, the proposed project does not propose additiodafda development, nor would it induce
additional population in the project area. Because the proposed project would involve only the demolition o
existing structures, there would not be an increase in population in the region associated with it
implematation. Accordingly, the project is consistent with the SCAG RTP/SCS forecasts used in the
SCAQMD AQMP development.

I n summary, based on the considerations present
potential to conflict with or alruct implementation of the applicable AQMP would be less than significant.

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is norattainment under an applicable federal or ate ambient air quality standard?

LessThan-Significant Impact. Air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The nonattainment status of
regional pollutants is a result of past and present development, and the SCAQMD develops and implemen
plans for futee attainment of ambient air quality standards. Based on these consideratiosygbroject
thresholds of significance for criteria pollutan
emissions would have a cumulatively considerablet r i buti on on air quality.

2 Information necessary to produce the emission inventory for the SBfshied from the SCAQMD and other governmental
agencies, includittte California Air Resources Board (CARB)Calans and SCAG. Each of these agencies is responsible for
collecting data (e.g., industry growth factors, socioeconomic projectbrestitrdy levels, emission factors, emission speciation
profile, and emissions) and developing methodologies (e.g., model and demographic forecast improvements) required to gener
comprehensive emissions inventory. SCAG incorporates these itEfadnt Demand Model for estimating/projecting vehicle

mi

|l es traveled and driving speeds. SCAG’'s socioeconomi

integrated in the 2016 AQMP (SCAQRIILY.
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exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds, it would be considered to have a cumulatively considerab
contribution. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the pmgeific thresholds are geally not
considered to be cumulatively significant (SCAQMD 2003).

A guantitative analysis was conducted to determine whether proposed construction activities would result in
cumulatively considerable net increase in emissions of cripeflataints for which the SCAB is designated as
nonattainment under the NAAQS or CAAQS. Criteria air polliriahide ozone (§) nitrogen dioxide (N£R

carbon monoxideCQ), sulfur dioxide (S particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter lessdhaal to

10 microns (PN, particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 migrcasd(PM
leadPollutants that are evaluated herein include volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of gitrogen (NO
which are imptant because they are precursorgtasdvell as CO, sulfur oxides,JSEMo, and PMs

Regarding NAAQS and CAAQS attainment status, SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for
national and Californias@nd PMsstandardsThe SCAB is demated as a nonattainment area for California
PMio standards; however, it is designated as an attainment area for natostah&ids. The SCAB
nonattainment status ofsOPMy and PMsstandards is the result of cumulative emissions from various
saurces of air pollutants and their precursors within the SCAB, including motor vehichas egffipment,

and commercial and industrial facilities. The SCAB is designated as an attainment area for national a
California NQ, CO, and Sexstandards. Althmh the SCAB has been designated as partial nonattainment (Los
Angeles County) for the federal rollingéhth average lead standard, it is designated attainment for the state
lead standar@CARB 2018 EPA 2019

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that, where available, the significance criteria established by tl
applicable air district may be relied upon to determine whether a project would have a significant impact on air qua
The SCAQMD has estalled Air Quality Significance Thresholds, as reviggatilir2019 which set forth
guantitative emissions significance thresholds below which a project would not have a significant impact on ambi
air quality (SCAQMD 2011 The quantitative air quadityalysis provided herein applies the SCAQMD thresholds to
determine the potential for the project to result in a significant impact under CEQA. The SCAQMD mass daily

3 Anareais designated adtairanent when it is in compliance with the NA&Q®Bor the CAAQSThe NAAQS and CAAQ&e
set by th&nvironmental Protection Agency &#&RB, respectively, for the maximum level of a given air pollutant that can exist in
the outdoor air without unaccaple effects on human health or the public wel#snment = meets the standards;
atainmentiaintenance = achieve the standards after a nonattainment designatiaimment = does not meet the standards

4 Redesignationf the lead NAAQS designation to attainment for the Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB isasqutoted
current monitoring dat@ihe phaseut of leaded gasoline started in 1976. Since gasoline no longer contains lead, the project is no
anticipate to result in impacts related to lead; therefore, it is not discussed in this analysis.
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construction thresholds are as follows: 75 pounds per day for VOC, 100 pounds pED (&pfpounds per day
for CO, 150 pounds per day for,SIB0 pounds per day for BMind 55 pounds per day for£2M

The following discussion quantitatively evaluates pyejemtated impactssociated with demolitiamd
gualitatively evaluateseogtional impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed project.

Construction (Demolition) Emissions

Proposed construction activities would result in the temporary addition of pollutants to the local airshed cause
by onsite source@.e., offroad construction equipment and soil disturbance) asiteagburces (i.e.,-omad

haul trucks, delivery trucks, and worker vehicle trips). Construction emissions can vary substantially from d
to day, depending on the level of activityspleeific type of operation; and, for dust, the prevailing weather
conditions. Therefore, such emission levels can only be approximately estimated with a correspondir
uncertainty in precise ambient air quality impacts.

The California Emissions Estimatoodél (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 was used to estimate emissions for
construction of the proposed project. CalEEMod is a statewide computer model developed in cooperatior
with air districts throughout the state to quantify criteria air pollutant emissimieted with construction
activities from a variety of land use projects, such as residential, commercial, and industrial facilities. CalEEM
input parameters, including the land use type used to represent the project and size, constructiod schedule, |
anticipated construction equipment utilization, were based on information provided by LADWP and default
model assumptions when projggecific data was not available.

For the purpose of estimating proguissions, it is assumed dagistruction of th progct would start in October
2020and would last approximatélymonths ending in May 2023onstruction of the project is anticipated to start

in fall 2021; however, assuming a start date of October 2020 representasevemeahario for critaiapollutant

and GHG emissions because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to r
stringent standards foruge offroad equipment and healgty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older
equipmentnd vehicles in later years. Accordingly, the emissions estimated for the project are daidefvative.
showshe construction phasing schedule and duration, vehicle trip assuangtmmstruction equipment mix used

for estimating the projegenerated emissions.

Regarding vehicles trips to and from the ditepeker trips were assumed taabeneway distance df4.7
miles consistent with CalEEMod default values. Within ¢hétyiof the project site, there are various
options for vendors (materials) and disposal sites. As such-gpegdot vendor and haul trutrip
distances were used. For the minimal vendor trucks anticipatedyay drip distance of 3 miles was
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asumed. For haul trucks, a ofveay trip distance ofrBiles was assumed with the exception of Phase I
Asbestos/Lead Abatement and Waste Removal trucknthipse a ongvay trip distance &3 mileswas
assumedand equipment transppwhich was asmed to bet6 mile$peronewaytrip. During Phase I,
preparation for and delivery of temporary buildings and equipment would occur, which would require truck
deliveries that were modeled as haul trucks as total truck trips (rather than daily)trDeckitrgpBhase I,
concrete truck trips for foundation preparation were estimated to be 3 miley osteel building delivery

truck tripswere estimated toe 175 miles onAgay, and delivery of interior building componerse
estimated thave a 50nile oneway truck trip length.

5 Vendor truck trips include delivery of asphalt, which is anticipated to originate from either Blue Diamond Mat&rialtelocated
from the project site or Vulchaterials Company located 2.5 miles from the project site.

6  There are several potential landfill and recycling centers that accept construction and demolition debris withémetine project
including Vulcan Sun Valley IDEF (1 mile from the projeit\iaste Management East Valley Diversion (located 0.5 miles from
the project site), and SA Recycling (located 2 miles from the project site).

7 Because hazardous materials are not accepted at all landfills, potential dump sites for asbestesremd featbabd from the
project site were identified to be US Ecology Vernon (28 miles from the project site), Waste Management Azusat(®8 miles from
project site), and Clean Harbors (29 miles from the project site).

8  Anticipated equipment rental vergiinclude the following: Quinn Company (12 miles from the project site), Bragg Companies (37
miles from the project site), and Maxim Crane Works (46 miles from the project site).

9  For the temporary buildings, concrete is anticipated to be sourlyedhecdéel building components are anticipated to originate
in Visalia, California; and the interior building component origin is unknown, so a conservative assumption of 58dniles was u
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Table 1. Construction Scenario Assumptions

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment
Average
Daily | Average Dall
Construction Construction Subphases Worker | Vendor Trucl Total Hau Usage
Phase Included Start Date | End Date Trips Trips Truck Trip{ Equipment Typ Quantity Hours

Equipment Delivery of Equipment 10/15/2020 | 10/15/2020 0 0 4 NA NA NA
Delivery 1
Phase IA VGS Old Gate Pavement 10/15/2020 | 12/16/2020 20 6 0 Excavators 1 2
Demolition Restoration, Other Graders 1 2
Preparatory Preparatory Work
Work
Phase IB Concrete Foundation 10/26/2020 | 3/12/2021 0 0 254 NA NA NA
Temporary Preparation
Equipment
Phase IB Steel Building 2/15/2021 | 5/14/2021 4 0 4 Cranes 1 6
Temporary Delivery/Construction
Equipment
Phase IB Delivery/Installation of Interior | 4/26/2021 | 7/23/2021 4 0 26 Cranes 1 6
Temporary Building Components and
Equipment Equipment
Phase Il Outlying Asbestos/Lead 12/14/2020 | 07/16/2021 36 0 306 Negative-air 40 24
Asbestos/Lead | Abatement and Waste machines
Abatementand | Removal (electric)a
Waste Removal | ynit 1 Asbestos/Lead

Abatement and Waste

Removal

Unit 2 Asbestos/Lead

Abatement and Waste
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Table 1. Construction Scenario Assumptions

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment
Average
Daily | Average Dall
Construction Construction Subphases Worker | Vendor Trucl Total Hau Usage
Phase Included Start Date | End Date Trips Trips Truck Trip{ Equipment Typ Quantity Hours
Removal
Unit 3 Asbestos/Lead
Abatement and Waste
Removal
Unit 4 Asbestos/Lead
Abatement and Waste
Removal
Equipment Delivery of Equipment 07/12/2021 | 07/16/2021 0 0 38 NA NA NA
Delivery 2
Phase Il Fifth Street Pipe Removal 07/19/2021 | 08/13/2021 28 0 268 3rd Member 1 6
Demolition of and Trench Backfill Excavator
Outlying Shears (495 HP)
Structures Crawler Tractors 1 6
Graders 1 6
Crushing Ongoing Crushing 07/19/2021 | 04/14/2023 4 0 0 Crushing/Proces 1 8
sing Equipment
Phase Il Oil Water Separator Removal | 08/09/2021 | 08/27/2021 36 0 96 Crawler/ Hydraulic 1 6
Demolition of Crane (612 HP)
Outlying Skidsteer Loaders 1 6
Structures Excavator (Small) 1 6
Graders 1 6
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Table 1. Construction Scenario Assumptions

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment
Average
Daily | Average Dall
Construction Construction Subphases Worker | Vendor Trucl Total Hau Usage
Phase Included Start Date | End Date Trips Trips Truck Trip{ Equipment Typ Quantity Hours
Phase Il Weld Shop Demolition 09/13/2021 | 10/29/2021 44 0 6 2nd Member 1 6
Demolition of Shear/Hammer
Outlying (475 HP)
Structures Excavator 2nd 1 6
Member (450 HP)
Track Loaders 1 6
(250 HP)
Skidsteer Loaders 1 6
Excavator 1 6
(Small)
Graders 1 6
Phase IV Demolition of Unit 1 Turbine | 10/29/2021 | 01/20/2022 76 0 1,000 2nd Member 2 6
Demolition of Deck and Equipment Shear/Hammer
Units Demolition of Unit 2 Turbine (475 HP)
Deck and Equipment Crawler/ 2 6
Hydraulic Crane
(612 HP)
Track Loaders 2 6
(250 HP)
Size Wheel 2 6
Loaders (350 HP)
Skidsteer 2 6
Loaders
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Table 1. Construction Scenario Assumptions

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment
Average
Daily | Average Dall
Construction Construction Subphases Worker | Vendor Trucl Total Hau Usage
Phase Included Start Date | End Date Trips Trips Truck Trip{ Equipment Typ Quantity Hours
Phase IV Demolition of Unit 1 Boiler 11/19/2021 | 03/23/2022 26 0 638 3rd Member 1 6
Demolition of Tubing and Other Piping Excavator
Units Demolition of Unit 1 Stack Shears (495 HP)
Breaching Ducts Excavator 2nd 1 6
Member (450
HP)
Phase IV Demolition of Unit 1 Stack 02/03/2022 | 05/26/2022 46 0 22 2nd Member 1 6
Demolition of Demolition of Unit 2 Stack Shear/Hammer
Units (475 HP)
Crawler/ 1 6
Hydraulic Crane
(612 HP)
Track Loaders 1 6
(250 HP)
Size Wheel 1 6
Loaders (350 HP)
Skidsteer 1 6
Loaders
Phase IV Demolition of Unit 2 Boiler 02/11/2022 | 06/16/2022 26 0 638 3rd Member 1 6
Demolition of Tubing and Other Piping Excavator
Units Demolition of Unit 2 Stack Shears (495 HP)
Breaching Ducts Excavator 2nd 1 6
Member (450
HP)

JANUARY 2021
LADWP

41




INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

VALLEY GENERATING STATION DEMOLITION PROJECT
(UNITS 1-4 AND ASSOCIATED STRUCTURES)

Table 1. Construction Scenario Assumptions

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment
Average
Daily | Average Dall
Construction Construction Subphases Worker | Vendor Truck Total Hau Usage
Phase Included Start Date | End Date Trips Trips Truck Trip{ Equipment Typ Quantity Hours

Phase IV Demolition of Unit 1 Boiler 03/03/2022 | 07/07/2022 48 0 956 3rd Member 1 6

Demolition of Framing Excavator

Units Demolition of Unit 2 Boiler Shears (495 HP)

Framing 2nd Member 1 6

Shear/Hammer
(475 HP)
Excavator 2nd 1 6
Member (450 HP)
Track Loaders 1 6
(250 HP)
Size Wheel 1 6
Loaders (350 HP)
Skidsteer 1 6
Loaders

Phase IV Demolition of Unit 3 Turbine 06/03/2022 | 08/25/2022 76 0 1,174 2nd Member 2 6

Demolition of Deck and Equipment Shear/Hammer

Units Demolition of Unit 4 Turbine (475 HP)

Deck and Equipment Crawler/ 2 6
Hydraulic Crane
(612 HP)
Track Loaders 2 6
(250 HP)
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Table 1. Construction Scenario Assumptions

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment
Average
Daily | Average Dall
Construction Construction Subphases Worker | Vendor Trucl Total Hau Usage
Phase Included Start Date | End Date Trips Trips Truck Trip{ Equipment Typ Quantity Hours

Size Wheel 2 6
Loaders (350
HP)
Skidsteer 2 6
Loaders

Phase IV Demolition of Unit 3 Boiler 06/24/2022 | 10/27/2022 26 0 1,078 3rd Member 1 6

Demolition of Tubing and Other Piping Excavator

Units Demolition of Unit 3 Stack Shears (495 HP)

Breaching Ducts Excavator 2nd 1 6

Member (450 HP)

Phase IV Demolition of Unit 3 Boiler 08/26/2022 | 02/09/2023 48 0 1,616 3rd Member 1 6

Demolition of Framing Excavator

Units Demolition of Unit 4 Boiler Shears (495 HP)

Framing 2nd Member 1 6

Shear/Hammer
(475 HP)
Excavator 2nd 1 6
Member (450 HP)
Track Loaders 1 6
(250 HP)
Size Wheel 1 6
Loaders (350 HP)
Skidsteer Loaders 1 6
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Table 1. Construction Scenario Assumptions

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment
Average
Daily | Average Dall
Construction Construction Subphases Worker | Vendor Trucl Total Hau Usage
Phase Included Start Date | End Date Trips Trips Truck Trip{ Equipment Typ Quantity Hours
Phase IV Demolition of Unit 3 Stack 09/09/2022 | 12/29/2022 46 0 22 2nd Member 1 6
Demolition of Demolition of Unit 4 Stack Shear/Hammer
Units (475 HP)
Crawler/ 1 6
Hydraulic Crane
(612 HP)
Track Loaders 1 6
(250 HP)
Size Wheel 1 6
Loaders (350 HP)
Skidsteer Loaders 1 6
Phase IV Demolition of Unit 4 Boiler 09/16/2022 | 01/19/2023 26 0 1,078 3rd Member 1 6
Demolition of Tubing and Other Piping Excavator
Units Demolition of Unit 4 Stack Shears (495 HP)
Breaching Ducts Excavator 2nd 1 6
Member (450
HP)
Phase V Below | Unit 1,2, 3, and 4 Foundation | 07/11/2022 | 04/14/2023 30 0 282 Excavator 2nd 1 6
Grade Removal and Backfill Member (450 HP)
Demolition Size Wheel 1 6
Loaders (350 HP)
Skidsteer 1 6
Loaders
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Table 1. Construction Scenario Assumptions

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment
Average
Daily | Average Dall
Construction Construction Subphases Worker | Vendor Trucl Total Hau Usage
Phase Included Start Date | End Date Trips Trips Truck Trip{ Equipment Typ Quantity Hours
Phase V Below | 3 A/B and 4 A/B Cooling 01/09/2023 | 03/03/2023 28 0 92 2nd Member 1 6
Grade Tower Foundation Removal Shear/Hammer
Demolition and Backfill (475 HP)
Size Wheel 1 6
Loaders (350 HP)
Skidsteer 1 6
Loaders
Phase V Below | Bearing Cooling Tower 01/30/2023 | 04/07/2023 28 0 8 2nd Member 1 6
Grade Foundation Removal and Shear/Hammer
Demolition Backfill (475 HP)
Skim Pond Removal and Size Wheel 1 6
Backfill Loaders (350 HP)
Skidsteer 1 6
Loaders
Phase VI Site Restoration 07/11/2022 | 05/05/2023 44 4 0 Crawler Tractors 1 6
Demolition Substantial Completion Date Excavator 1 6
Closing Work | pernopilization (Small
Graders 2 6
Pavers 2 6
Paving 2 6
Equipment
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Table 1. Construction Scenario Assumptions

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment
Average
Daily | Average Dall
Construction Construction Subphases Worker | Vendor Trucl Total Hau Usage
Phase Included Start Date | End Date Trips Trips Truck Trip{ Equipment Typ Quantity Hours
Equipment Return of Equipment 04/17/2023 | 04/21/2023 0 0 42 NA NA NA
Return

Notes: NA = not applicable; VGS = Valley Generating Station; HP = horsepower.

See Appendix A for details.

While construction of the project is anticipated to start in fall 2021, the analysis assumes a construction start date of October 2020, which represents a worst-case scenario for criteria air

pollutant and GHG emissions because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more stringent standards for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-

duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles in later years.

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) default horsepower values were used except when noted in parenthesis.

a  Negative-air machines are electrically powered. No criteria air pollutant emissions are associated with the negative-air machines, which are not included in the CalEEMod run. However,
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from electricity use would occur, which is included in the GHG emissions and energy analyses, and calculated using a spreadsheet model.
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Internal combustion engines used by construction equjpgnuels, and workerehicles would result in
emissions of VOCs, NOCO, PMo, and PMs PMyo and PMs emissions would also be generated by
entrained dust, which results from the exposure of earth surfaces to wind from the direct disturbance an
movement of soil. The project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to control dust emissions
during any dusgenerating activities. Standard construction practices that would be employed to reduce fugitive
dust emissions include watering of the active grading areas two times per day, with additional waterir
depending on weather conditions.

Table2 provides stimated maximum daily construction criteria air pollutant emissions fresit@land off
site emission sources.

Table 2. Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

voc | NOx | co | SO« | PMg | PMys
Year pounds per day

2020 0.52 5.19 4.08 0.01 1.68 0.45
2021 7.29 69.74 45.59 0.16 6.01 3.01
2022 9.46 82.38 69.10 0.25 8.76 3.83
2023 7.34 57.62 56.76 0.20 8.47 3.12
Maximum Daily Emissions 9.44 82.38 69.10 0.25 8.76 3.83
SCAQMD Thresh 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No

Source: SCAQMD 2019.

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM+o = coarse particulate
matter; PMzs = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District.

See Appendix A for detailed results.

a  These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust (watering two times daily) required by SCAQMD Rule 403.

As shown in Tabl2 daily castruction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds for
VOC, NGy, CO, SQ, PMy, or PMsduring project construction.

As discussed previously, the SCAB has been designated as a federal nonattainmeraraté&Mead a

state onattainment area forsOPMy, and PMs Proposed construction activities of the project would
generate VOC and N@missions (which are precursors $padd emissions of Ripand PMs However,

as indicated in Talk®eprojectgenerated construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD emission
based significance thresholds for VOC,,N@o or PM s and therefore the project would not cause a
cumulatively significant impact.

Cumulative localized impacts would paéy occur if a construction project were to occur concurrently with
another offsite project. Construction schedules for potential future projects near the project site are currently
unknown; therefore, potential construction impacts associated wittmtene simultaneous projects would
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be considered speculati¥Eowever, future projects would be subject to CEQA and would require air quality
analysis and, where necessary, mitigation. Criteria air pollutant emissions associated with coniggruction acti
of future projects would be reduced through implementation of control measures required by the SCAQMD.
Cumulative PM and PMsemissions would also be reduced because all future projects would be subject to
SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), which &ath general and specific requirements for all construction
sites in the SCAQMDn addition, cumulative VOC emissions would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 1113
(Architectural Coating®ased on the previous considerations, the project would not resulninatively
considerable increase in emissions of nonattainment pollutants, and impacts would be less than significant.

Operational Emissions

Once project construction is complete, no operational activities associated with the proposed project woul
occur (no routine daily equipment operation or vehicle trips would be refu@eemporary buildings are
anticipated to generate the same ier@rpollutant emissions as the existing permanent styacires net

change would occuBecause the project would not result in anyteongoperational activities, there would

be no potential air quality impacts associated with operationéi@ntpemissions.

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than-Significant Impact. Localized project impacts associated with construction criteria air pollutants
and toxic air contaminants (TAEs)ssions are assessed as follows.

Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors are those individuals more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the population
large. People most likely to be affected by air pollution include children, the rdd@eppke with
cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. According to the SCAQMD, sensitive receptors incluc
residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centeitgriorigealthcare facilities, rehabilitation centers,
convalescent centers, andreatent homes (SCAQMD 1993). The closest sensitive receptor land uses are
residenceand a hospitdbcated approximatelyl OCfeet to thesouthwesof the project site.

Localized Significance Thresholds

The SCAQMD recommends a localized significance threshold (LST) analysis to evaluate localized air qual
impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the project site as a result of construction activitie
The impacts were analyzedusiagnh ods consi stent with those in the

10 The CEQA Guidelines state that if a particular impact $péoolative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and
terminate discussion of the impact (14 CCR 15hébjliscussion is nonetheless provided in an effort to shefaigoadalysis
and comply with CEQA’' gneritsnf or mati on disclosure require
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Threshold Methodology (SCAQMID0J. The project is located in Source Recé@pfbast San Fernando

Valley . The project’s cons:t dffeingarea however,tthe entiggrojeetasea wo u |
would not be disturbed in one diagr the purposes of the LST analysis, emissions thresholds ba%ed on a
acre site were utilized, wHactS&HeetforaApplyiagsQalEEVad telscalizedi
Signifiance Thresli®AQMD 2011} This is a conservative approach, as LSTs increase with the size of
project site. As mentioned previously, the closest sensitive receptors are @silankespitdbcated
approximatelyL,100feet (approximately 335 nees)to the souttwest of the project sitS8 CAQMD lookup

tableLST values for 200 meters and 500 meters within Smaeptor Area 7 with an area of 1 acre were
interpolated to generate LSTs for the prdetireflect a distance of 335 meters

Projet construction activities would result in temporary sourcessitearriteria air pollutant emissions
associated with construction equipment exhaust angkdesating activitiesaflle3 presentshite maximum
daily onsité3 construction emissions geated during construction of the project amtdmpaisonto the
SCAQMD localized significance criteriaSource Receptor Ar@édo determine whether projegtnerated
on-site construction emissions would result in potential LST impacts.

Table 3. Construction Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis

NO; | co | PM1o | PM2s

Year pounds per day (on site)
2020 2.18 1.27 0.53 0.14
2021 71.15 41.80 4.72 2.76
2022 72.24 55.02 5.99 297
2023 55.35 50.20 6.32 2.53
Maximum Daily Emissions 72.24 55.02 6.32 2,97

11 Because the project primarily includes demolition activities, the vast majority of the equipment used would notverfioeearth
Nonetheless, to estimate an area for the LST critefiaCtheQ M Bact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod ted_Satificance Threshold
(SCAQMD 2011) was applied, which asstiraghiring an $our day, gradeasd crawler tractocan disturb a maximum of 0.5
acra. In accordance with the construction assumptions presented in Table 2, the area calcutatest lndggeders and crawler
tractors ranged from 0.5 acres to 1.5 acres, though most phases had neither typewrigeadhipment. As such, the 1 acre is
an appropriate assumption for the LST determination.

12 The pounds per day LST for-acte sitand 20@neter distance are 122 for N&227 for CO, 54 for Ryand 18 for Pik The
pounds per day LST for eaadre site and 50feter distance are 1fat NOy, 7,267 for CO, 136 for Riyland 68 for Ph4.
Accordingly, the pounds per day LST feaeré site and 388eter distance are calculated to béoiB580,, 4,495 for CO, Ybr
PMg and 41 for P

B According to the Fisiteanbbilelei@igsionszomtihe draidctshpyld not ‘beimcliuded in the emissions
comparedtda he LSTs” ()SCAQMD 2008
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Table 3. Construction Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis

NO; | co | PMo | PM,s
Year pounds per day (on site)
SCAQMD LST Critg 153 4,495 91 41
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No

Source: SCAQMD 2009.

Notes: NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM1o = particulate matter; PM2;s = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South Coast
Air Quality Management District; LST = localized significance threshold.

See Appendix A for detailed results.

Localized significance thresholds are shown for a 1-acre project site corresponding to a distance to a sensitive receptor of 335 meters.

As shown in Tabl8, proposed construction activities would not generate emissions in excexsecffiite
LSTs; therefore, localized project construction impacts would be less than significant.

CO Hotspots

Traffic-congested roadways and intersections have the potential to generate localized high levels of C(
Localized areas where ambient concentrations exceed federal and/or state standards for CO are termed (
“hotspots.” CO transpeCfCO dispessesaapitly vatimdistagce from e soerce,
Under certain extreme meteorological conditions, however, CO concentrations near a congested roadway
intersection may reach unhealthy levels, affecting sensitive receptors. Typically, high @@oneraent
associated with severely congested intersections. Projects contributing to adverse traffic impacts may resul
the formation of a CO hotspot. Additional analysis of CO hotspot impacts would be conducted if a project
would result in a signidiat impact or contribute to an adverse traffic impact at a signalized intersection that
would potentially subject sensitive receptors to CO hotspots. During construction of the project, construction
traffic would affect the intersections near the prafecHowever, the proposed project would be temporary

and would not be a source of daily, ismmn mobilesource emissions. In addition, due to continued
improvement in vehicular emissions at a rate faster than the rate of vehicle growth and/or,dhegestion
potential for CO hotspots in the SCAB is steadily decreasing. Finally, as discussed in Section 3.1
Transportationpf this IS/MND, transportation impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.
Furthermore, as discusse@lvaptel of thissS/MND, the project would not require operational staff because

the project would consist of vacant land once complete. Therefore, the project would not generate addition:
traffic volumeshat would result in CO hot spots. This impamild be less thaignificant.

Toxic Air Contaminants

TACs are defined as substances that may cause or contribute to an increase in deaths or in serious illnes:
thatmay pose a present or potential hazard to human health. As discussed under the L&iE afedgsis,
sensitive receptor land uses are residences and a hospital located approximately 1,100 feet to the southwe
the project site.
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Please see Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for an evaluation of asbestos and lead paint, w
are suspected be present within and around the generating units. Of note, all asheatosg materials

would be stored, handled, transported, and disposed of in accordance with the provisions established
SCAQMD Rule 1403 (Ashestos Emission from DemolitionARdiom Activities).

Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of cancer risk. The SCAQML
recommends an increment al cancer risk thrreeshol d
increasedikelihood that a person continuousigased to concentrations of TACs resulting from a project
over a9, 30, and 76year exposure periadll contract cancer based on the use of standard Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessmiskfassessment methodold@EHHA 2015) In addition,some

TACs have nowgarcinogenic effects. The SCAQMD recommends a Hazard Index of 1 or more for acute
(shortterm) and chronic (lortgrm) noncarcinogenic effectsTACs that would potentially be emitted during
construction activities associated witlptbposed project would be diesel particulate matter.

Diesel particulate matemissiongvould be emitteffom heavy equipment operations and hdatytrucks.
Heavyduty construction equipmeistsubject to €alifornia Air Resources Boa@ARB Airborne Toxics
Control Measure for4nse diesel construction equipment to reduce diesel particulate erssiessibed

for the LST analysis, Rdnd PM:s (representative of diesel particulate matter) exposure would be minimal.
According tothe Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assegainiehts
determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic eh@sioids be based o3@year exposure period

for the maximally exposed individual resjdemwvever such assessment®w@d alsobe limited to the
period/duration of activities associated with the prdjeetduration of the proposed construction activities
would constitute a small percentage of the 36iakar exposure period. The construction periothéor
proposedrojectwouldbe approximatel®1l months after whictconstructiorrelatedTAC emissions would
ceaseln addition, sensitive receptors are located over 1,100 feet from the active project areas, which woul
reduce exposure to TACs as TAC emission disparsieases with distan@ae to this relatively short
period of exposurand minimal particulate emissions on BAESs generated during construction would not

be expected to result in concentrations causing significant health risks.

Following completio of onsite construction activities, the project would not ineolyeutine operational
activitiesand thus, would ngenerate TAC emissions. For the reasons previously described, the project would
not result in substantial TAC exposure to sengtieptors in the vicinity of the proposed project, and impacts
would be less than significant.

14 Noncancer adverse health rigkes measured against a hazard index, which is defined as the ratio of the predicted incrementa
exposure concentrations of the variouscancinogens from tipeoject to published reference expofevels that can cause adverse
health effects
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Health Effects of Criteria Air Pollutants

Construction emissions of the project would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for any poitiet&nds:;
including VOC, N@Q CO, SQ PMpo, and PMs In addition, the project is not anticipated to result in
operational emissions.

Health effects associated witir@lude respiratory symptoms, worsening of lung disease leading to premature
deathand damage to lung tissue (CARBI2014DCs and NQare precursors tosfor which the SCAB is
designated as nonattainment with respect to the NAAQS and CAAQS. The contribution of VOGs and NO
to regional ambient {Oconcentrations is the result of compfhotochemistry. The increases i O
concentrations in the SCAB due tgp@cursor emissions tend to be found downwind of the source location
because of the time required for the photochemical reactions to occur. Further, the potential for exacerbatin
excessive @concentrations would also depend on the time of year that the VOC emissions would occur,
because exceedances of th@&®AQS and CAAQS tend to occur between April and October when solar
radiation is highest. Due to the lack of quantitativeodseth assess this complex photochemistry, the holistic
effect of a si ngl;precprsoms js spedulatise. Tehah being $aid, rhbecausefthe @roposed
project would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, the proposed project would not contehailtteeffects
associated with:0

Health effects associated with NiiZlude lung irritation and enhanced allergic responses (CARB 2019
Because projectlated NQ emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD mass daily thresholds, and because
the SCAB isx designated attainment area for @d NQ is a constituent of Ngpand the existing NO
concentrations in the area are well below the NAAQS and CAAQS standards, it is not anticipated that th
proposed project would cause an exceedance of the NAAQSAMS for NQ or result in potential health

effects associated with Nénd NQ.

Health effects associated with @©lude chest pain in patients with heart disease, headache, light
headedness, and reduced mental alertness (CARB. ZX9ends to be lacalized impact associated

with congested intersections. The associated potential for CO hotspots was discussed previously ar
determined to be |l ess than significant. Thus, t |
health effects assated with CO.

Health effects associated with:FNtlude premature death and hospitalization, primarily for worsening of
respiratory disease (CARB 2)1Qonstruction of the project would not exceed thresholds feoPRM 5

would not contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for particulate matter, and would not
obstruct the SCAB from coming into attainment for these pollutants. The project would also not result in
substantial diesel particulate matter emissiong daristruction. Additionally, the project would be required

to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403, which limits the amount of fugitive dust generated during construction.
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Due to the minimal contribution of particulate matter during construction, the praop¢cnsampated to
result in health effects associated witky BMPM s

In summary, construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in exceedances of the
SCAQMD significance thresholds for criteria pollutants, and potential hectithasBociated with criteria air
pollutants would be less than significant.

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

Less Than-Significant Impact. Other emissionassociated with the projeceanticipated to be limited to
odors, which is assessed herein.otharrence and severity of potential odor impacts depend on numerous
factors. The nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and didetttseasitivity of
receiving location each contribute to the intensity of the impact. Aliftergtive odors seldom cause
physical harm, they can be annoying, cause distress among the public, and generate citizen complaints.

During project constructip exhaust from equipment may produce discernible odors typical of most
construction sites. Potential odors produced during construction would be attributable to concentrations of
unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction equipment. Howdwvedmsaavould disperse rapidly

from the project site and generally occur at magnitudes that would not affect substantial numbers of peopl
Accordingly, impacts associated with odors during construction would be less than significant.

Land uses and industroperations associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses, wastewater
treatment plants, fogotocessing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and
fiberglass molding (SCAQMD 1993). The project would not iaciisges following construction; therefore,
project operation would not entail any of these potentialhicadsing land uses. Because the project would

not create any new sources of odor during operation, and project operations would resulhana less t
significant related to other emissidmes,gdors).
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3.4 Biological Resources

Less-Than-

Significant

Potentially Impact with Less-Than-

Significant Mitigation Significant

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, ] X [] []
policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the California u > L] L]
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) ] [] [] X
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or ] X L] []
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree ] ] ] X
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, L N N R
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

The following analysis relies on a biological resources assessment conducted by Dudek biologist Tommy Molioo
February @19, as well asfacused bat survey conducted by Dudek in October Z0&%iological resources

assessment included evrewof the latest available relevant literature, published research, maps, soil data, data or
biological baselines, spestatus habitats, and species distributions to determine those resources that have the potenti:
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to occur within the project site andreunding 10@oot buffer (the study aredhefield assessment was conducted

to characterize the environmental conditions, vegetation communities/land covers, and any plants or wildlife (includii
their habitats) that could be impacted during projet#rmeptation. During the field survey, vegetation communities
and land covers were catalogued and confirmed based on existing site conditions. Vegetation communities were maj
according to the CDFW List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations (orGiaturalnities List), which is based

on A Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition (Sawyer et. al. 2009). Land covers not included in the List
Vegetation Alliances and Associations followed the Orange County Habitat Classification SysterBré@nbst and
1992). Dudek compiled a general inventory of plant and wildlife species detected by sight, calls, tracks, scat, or o
field indicators, and made a determination concerning the potential festspesiapecies to occur within the study
areaAdditionally, Dudek conducted a preliminary investigation of the extent and distribution of jurisdictional waters
of the LhitedSatesregulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, jurisdictional waters of the state regulated by th
RWQCB, and CDFW jurisfional streambed and associated riparian habitat.

Dudek searched the CDFW s Califor@bRWNsatluir-sidtus difntvepr ec
and wildlife species (CDFW 2042019 )t he Cal i forni a Nat i VvRareRid&mdangeted c i e
Plants (CNPS 2019), and the U.S. Fish and Wi-dtath$ i f e
biological resources from the redidppendixB). The California Natural Diversity Database and California Native
Plant Society were searched based on the U.S. Geological Survey (W88 fopographic quadrangle map for

Van Nuys where the study area is located, as well as the surrounding eight \0f@®& fiGadrangle maps (i.e.,
Canoga Park, Burbank, Oat Mtain, San Fernando, Sunland, Topanga, Bever)yahiildollywood. Potential

and/or historic drainages and aquatic features were investigated based on a review of USGS topographic maps (1:24
scale), aerial photographs, the National Wetland InvdatabasdJSGS 2019&jSFWS 2019b), and the Natural
Resource Conservation Service Web Soil Survey (USDA 2019).

The study area predominanthdeveloped as ttentireof the study area contains thaging VGS facilityhat is
characterized by concrated asphalt, with steel and brick structures for the various power plant buildings, generating
units, and smoke stacks. Scattered ornamental trees are located within the study area, and the majority of the study
is devoid of vegetation. The only aceathe project siteontaining native vegetationludea small stand dfickdeaf

yerba santd(iodictyon crassifpliithin thedemolition area for the Bearing Cooling Tower Foundatiavell as

native mulefatBaccharis salidifélr@montcottonwood Populus frempratiidthickleaf yerba santa in tip@vel pit

located to the northwest of thrits outside of any proposed demolition aidasvetland or riparian vegetation was
observed within thetudy areshoweverthere is a small retesrii basin in the eastern portion of the study area that
historically collected overfldvom the previous cooling towetsut does not convey natural flows from a natural
drainage or creek. Nlowing water was obseniadhe study areA.limited number of wildlife species were observed

or detected during the field survey of the study area, including Americ&ooraw [frachyrhynohosrning dove
(Zenaida macrpunause sparrowrésser domegtiCasifornia grund squirrel3permophilus beeemelyivestern fence

lizard Eceloporus occidentalis
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a)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, orespal status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

LessThan-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is locatedithin a
predominantly developed area of &S facility that is dominated by concrete and asphalt, with very little
native vegetation and even less native soils that could suppoudtapexiglant and wildlife species. The vast
majority of the surfacsoils on the project site have been compacted and constructed upon so that no
characteristics of the native soils mapped on the project site were observed. There is a small stand of thickl
yerba santa scrub located in the northern portion of thetmitge however, this native vegetation community
does not provide suitable habitat for any systatal plant species known to occur in the regicm as
Br aunt ouwetthsAstnagaluskbrauntonii Ne v i n 'Bearberls aeyibiie rorry Rilanpasen &y
(Calochortus plumjn@resrefore, there will be no impact on any sggtatak plant species through demolition
of the proposed project.

S

Additionally, the limited native habitats on site and the dominance of developed land sigphifiesnttherpotential

for speciastatus wildlife species to occur on the projedilgiiteugh he thickleaf yerba santa samisite is a native
vegetation community,dbes not provide suitable habitat for spsteitils wildlife species knowrotzur in the

region such as the coastal California gnato@olieptila californica caifornitae a s t (Vilgcebkellii pugllasyv i r e o
western pond turti&nys marmoyaiderefore, there is no potential for any sys¢aias wildlife spesi to occur on

the project sit@nd the project will result in no impact to spsteitals wildlife.

However, the ornamental trees and existing structures of the decommissioned power generating units provide potet
suitable nesting habitat for a #anécommon bird species known to occur in the area and protected by the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code Section 3500 et seq. Bird nests are known to occur within t
rafters and walkways of the generating units, as wdlirasees adjacent to demolition sites. Therefore, if project
activities commence during the bird breeding season of February through August, there may be a potential direct
indirect impact to nesting birds, which would be considered significatioh/fgasur@®M) BIO-1 below would

reduce potential impacts to nesting birds to-théssignificant level.

MM-BIO-1 In order to reduce any potential indirect impact to nesting birds, potieitiesshould
commence outside of the general aviatingeseason from February through August. If
construction activities cannot avoid the nesting season, thezoaspmaction survey shall
be conducted by a trained biologist to determine the presence/absence of any nesting birds
within the project sitend 506foot buffer around the site. If an active nest is found, a suitable
buffer based on the species sensitivity and proximity to the Area of Disturbance shall be placec
around the nest for the duration of the nesting period. Construction may cotitinubisvi

JANUARY 2021

LADWP

57



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
VALLEY GENERATING STATION DEMOLITION PROJECT
(UNITS 1-4 AND ASSOCIATED STRUCTURES)

b)

buffer at the discretion of a monitoring biologistcoordination with the LADWP
construction managethe buffer can be removed when the nest is no longer active, as
determined by a trained biolog3tie to the prolonged project duration aoteptial for

birds to construct nests in various areas on the project site, a Nesting Bird Guidance Plan shal
be prepared for the project to guiie Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
(LADWP) and construction personnel on the appropriate measuedse during project
activities throughout the site to allow the project to continue with minimal stoppage.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regianal plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated . While the project site doest contain any
rivers or streams that could support native riparian halsitagll (approximately 0.25 acre) stathdcifeaf

yerba santa scriglocated within the Bearing Cooling Tower Foundation proposed demolitiamiatda,
considered EDFW-rankedS3 sensitive natural community . If demolition of the cooling tower foundation
also results in the removal of this vegetation community, this-pigjesct impact to a sensitive natural
community would be considered significant and would regoipensatory habitbhsed mitigatiodM-

BIO-2 below would reduce impacts to this community to-theessignificant level.

MM -BIO-2  In order to reduce projedlated impacts approximately 0.25 acrdhi€kleaf yerba santa scrub
habitat orsite, &&CDFWrankeds3 sensitive natural community, LADSN&either conduct en
site or offsite habitat restoration ofkind habitat at &1 ratio. Mitigatioshallbe carried out
either by conserving a portion of the VGS facility (either throngbexvation easement or deed
restriction) and conducting-site revegetation of habitat carried out bhakitat Mitigation
Monitoring PlattHMMP). The HMMPshallalso include enhancement activities of the remaining
habitat on site. If on site restoratemhancement is not feasible, LAD®Rllpurchase ofite
mitigation credits from a CDF¥ypproved mitigation bank in the region.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

No Impact. The project site is located entirely within an upland area that is predominantly developed and
does not contain any potentiakgulated waters or wetlands or timitddl Satesor state. There are no
drainage courses that enter the project site, or any drainages that connect to downstream areas that coulc
potentially jurisdictional. Additionally, there are no areas on th¢ gitejeapable of supporting wetlands

or riparian vegetation. TNational Wetland Inventodatabase maps a freshwater pond on the project site,
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but the field reconnaissance confirmed this pond as the detention basin that historically received flows fror
the cooling towers, which is also isolated and does not provide (udG& 2019b)Additionally, a
freshwater pond and freshwater wetland is mapped within the gravel pit adjacent to the demalittbn area
while the field reconnaissance did observeainds of a wetland, this area will not be impacted by the
demolition project. Finally, a riverine wetland is mapped within the ctinecethannel to the north of

the project site, outside the VGS facility, that is potentially jurisdictional. Hoavpwoetipns of the project

will encroach into this channel or any other potentially regulated water feature on or adjacent to the projec
site. Therefore, the projegbuldresult in no impact to any state or federally protected waters or wetlands
and no mitigation or permitting are required.

d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Less Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Wildlife movement corridors, also referred

to as dispersal corridors or landscape linkages, are generally defined as linear features along which animal
travel from one habitat or resource area to another. The project site does not contain any greenbelts for wildli
movement, or native vegetation and undeveloped land capable of supporting the movement of wildlife
particularly corridors that facilitate mogatof species between larger stands of hatiwtatA coyote Canis
familiar)avas observed traveling through the project site during the focused hditauevey, this coyote is
believed to be a resident of the site and is accustomed to theehighregular disturbance and urban setting

of the site. The proposed demolitamtivitiedor the project would not result in an impact on the ability for
medium to small mammal movement on the Eitetefore, the project will have no impact on feildli
movement corridorand no mitigation is required.

The focused bat survey conducted in October 2019 by Dudek determined that two bat species, canyon b
(Parastrellus hegpmrdsMexican freailed batTadarida brasiligniisage and potentiattyost on the project

site, specifically within and adjacent to Unit 4 and its associated smoke stack. Bats were observed flying arol
the smoke stack at dusk, and echolocation calls were recorded in the same location throughout the night. T
exact locédn of a potential roost was not confirmed visually during the; sunweyer, due to the presence

of foraging batghere is a high potential for a bat roost to occur within the smoke stack associated with Unit
4. Therefore, if project activities at thisation commence during the maternity breeding season of March
through August, there may be a direct impact to a bat maternity roost, which is considered a wildlife nursel
site and would be considered a significant impaciBIKAN8 below would reduce teatial impacts to
maternity roosting bats to a g significant level.

MM -BIO-3  In order to reduce any potentiapact to roosting bats on the project site, progablition
activity at the smoke stadsociated with Unitsthall commence outside of the bat maternity
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roosting season of March through August. Pragublitionactivities in this location that

occur outside of the maternity roosting season would have no impact on roosting bats becaust
al bats that would still be roosting on site would be volardltflesto fly) and could leave a

roost if disturbed, significantly reducing the potential for a significant impact to occur.

However, if the maternity roosting season cannot be avoidechdtition of the smoke stack at

Unit 4, a preonstruction survey using acoustic monitoring anahetiisgshallbe conducted

within 30 days prior to demolition to determine the current roosting statsiteobats. If pregnant

or lactating bats araught during the migetting effort, a Bat Guidance Fhallbe prepared to

guide LADWP on how to proceed with the project without impacting a maternity roost. The Bat
Guidance Plashallinclude details on active monitoring during demolition, recoatinaador

phased demolition of the smoke stack, and procedures to implementsieufdtyaroosting bat

be injured or impacted during demolition. The Bat GuidancehBlére implemented for the
remainder of the maternity roosting season.

Would the project confiict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact. The project site is located witklie Sun Valley neighborhood of the City of Los Angeles, and
therefore s subject to the City’'s Tree Protection Ordi
as modified by Ordinance 177404, provides guidelines for the preservation of native Southern California tre
species, including all native oak treeselhss other trees protected within the City, measuring 4 inches or
more in cumulative diameter at 4.5 feet above the ground from the basee{@ity of Los Angeles 2D06

Trees protected under this ordinance include all oak trees indigendfasnii@aCatcluding scrub ogkuercus
dumoda Southern California black walnluglans californema californigaCalifornia sycamor@lgétanus
racemgdsand California baybellularia califoynMa protected trees occur within the project site, nor are

any trees proposed to be removed by the project. Therefore, thenmoighave no impact on any local
policies or ordinances protecti on ®©Didindnaegi c al res

Would the project confiict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The project site is not locatedthin a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or similar plan. The site is not located within or proximate to any Significant Ecologica
Area, Land Trust, or Conservation Plan. As such, no impact resulting from a conflictaddgbtexh
conservation plan would occur.
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3.5 Cultural Resources
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to ] ] ] =
§15064.57?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.57
c) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource

pursuant to815064.5?

No Im pact. As a result of background research, field survey, and property significance eeplodédria

the Cultural Resources Technical Report prepared for the (ByppeeidixC), the project siteloes not have

unique or significant historical associatibus it is not considered a historical resolineenearest historical
resouces in proximity to theroject are within thile of the project siteone of which intersect or are adjacent

to the project site. These resources include one isolated projectile point, the historic San Fernando Road, an
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b)

historic bridge along San Fernando Road over Tujungait\asliore, the project would not cause substantial
adverse change in the significaneehigtorical resource pursuaréetiori5064.5No impactwouldoccur.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

Less Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorpor ated. As indicated in Appendix Co newly or
previouslyecordedarchaeological resources were identified within the project area as a reGalifof e
Historical Resources Information Systecords search, thiative American Herita@ommissionNAHC)
Sacred Lands FilBL(P search, or during an intensive pedestrian sliheegtudy ardaasbeen extensively
disturbed as a result of the development and maintenancé/&Shend any surficial and/or subsurface
evidence of archaeolocgli resource deposits that may be present within the site have likely been disturbed or
destroyed.Given these factors, the likelihood affecting archaeological resources during project
implementation is considered to be ldawever, in the event thathaeological resources are discovered
during groundlisturbing activities, anagement recommendations for the unanticipated dysadver
archaeological resoursball be practiced as indicated in-BIW¥L-1. With the implementation MfM-CUL-

1, the impacto archaeological resources as a result of the proposedymoigbt less than significant.

MM-CUL-1 Before initiating groundisturbing activities, a brief awareness training session for the benefit
of all construction workers and supervisory peessinallbe conducted. The training, which
could be held in conj u-msite safety meetimg, shall explaie thep r o
importance of and legal basis for the protection of significant archaeological Hestherces.
event that archaeological resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed durin
construction activities for the proposed project, all construction work occurring within 100
feet of the find shall immediately stop until a qualified archsieohagting the Secretary of
the Interior’'s Professional Qualification
and determine whether or not additional study is warranted. Should it be required, temporary
flagging may be installed around auresoto avoid any disturbances from construction
equipment. Depending upon the significance of the find tined€alifornia Environmental
Quality Act CEQA) (14 California Code of Regulations Section 1$)62RC Section
21082), the archaeologist neeyprd the find to appropriate standards (thereby addressing any
data potential) andh coordination with the LADWP construction manaaw work to
continue. If the archaeologist observes the discovery to be potentially significant under
CEQA, additioal treatment may be requiredich as preparation of an archaeological
treatment plan, testing, or data recovery, may be wdhrrante
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c Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

LessThan-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. No prehistoric or historic burials were
identified within the project area as a result of the records Seaelhe site has been previously developed,
grounddisturbing activities associated with demolitidheoproposed units are unlikely to uncouenan
remainsHoweverin the event thdtuman skeletal remains are uncovered during efisiadbing activities,
management recommendatisimalbe practiceds indicated in MMUL-2. With the implementatiorf MM-
CUL-2, the impact to human remains as a result of the proposed project would be less than significant.

MM-CUL-2 In accordance with California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if potential human
remains are found, the lead agency staff and the County Coroner must be immediately notified
of the discovery. The coroner would provide a determination within 48fhmmiification.

No further excavation or disturbance of the identified material, or any area reasonably
suspected to overlie additional remains, can occur until a determination has been made. If the
County Coroner determines that the remains are bmliexed to be, Native American, the
coroner would notify thdative American Heritage CommissiAKC) within 24 hours. In
accordance withuBlicResource€ode,Section 5097.98, the NAHC must immediately notify
those persons it believes to bentiost ikelydescendarfMLD) from the deceased Native
American. Within 48 hours of this notification, the MLD would recommend to the lead agency
her/his preferred treatment of the remains and associated grave goods.
3.6 Energy
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Resultin potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, L] L] > L]
during project construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency? L] L] > L]
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a)

Would the project result in potentiallysignificant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?

LessThan-Significant Impact. The service providers, supply sources, and estimated consumption for
electricity, natural gas, and petroleum is discussed below.

Energy Overview

Electricity

LADWRP is the utility provider for the project site. LADWP provides electric services to fh.busitimers,

located in the City and in the Owens Valley. According to LADWP, customers consumed approximately 2
billion kilowatthours of electricity in 2016 (CEC 2018). LADWP receives electric power from a variety of
sources. According to the LADWP Brig Book20122 018, 29% of LADWP’'s power
energy sources in 2016, including biomass/waste, geothermal, small hydroelectric, solar, and wind sour
(LADWP 2017). Due to the state’s enercgngervaidnf i ci

programs, California’ s electricity use per capit
average has steadily increased (CEC 2015).

Natural Gas

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) serves,inelityng theroject area. SoCalGas serves 21.6
million customers in a 20,684uaremile service area that includes over 500 communities (SoCalGas 2018).
In 2016 (the most recent year for which data is available), SoCalGas delivered 5,123 million therms of natu
gas, with the majority going to residential uses. Demand for natural gas can vary depending on factors such
weather, price of electricity, the health of the economy, environmental regulatice$fieiranyyprograms,

and the availability of alternatienewable energy sources. Natural gas is available from a vasgtteof in

and outof-state sources and is provided throughout the state in response to market supply and demand.

Petroleum

Transportation account s €nergy conbumptiomdGEE RG18).Accarding®@ a | i
the EIA, California used approxima@d@million barrels of petroleum2017(EIA 2019. This equates to a

daily use of approximatdl@million barrels of petroleum. There are 42 U.S. gallons in a b&@edifesnia
consumes approximat&g.6million gallons of petroleum per day, adding up to an annual consungion of
billion gallons of petroleum. However, technological advances, market trends, consumer behavior, an
government policies could resulignificant changes in fuel consumption by type and in total. At the federal
and state levels, various policies, rules, and regulations have been enacted to improve vehicle fuel efficiel
promote the development and use of alternative fuels, redapertedimizsource air pollutants and GHG
emissions, and reduce vehicle miles traveled.
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Construction

Electricity

Phase Il asbestos and lead abatement would use fagataehines thatouldconsume electricity. It was
assumed that 40 negatiremachies would be used for 24 hours per day. Electricity was estimated based on
the kilowatthours (kWh) per day for each unit (Units 1, 2, 3, and 4) and the number of days of operation,
which is 90 days for each unit. During Unit 1 abatement, electricitpmmrswas estimated to total 22,255

kwWh (3,462 kWh in 2020 and 18,793 kWh in 2021). Unit 2 was estimated to require 22,555 kWh in 2021, al
Units 3 and 4 were both estimated to require 27,554 kWh each in 2021. The total estimated electricity consumn
by the negativair machines during asbestos and lead abateasegstimated to 88,619 kWh.

In addition to the negatiar machinesgmporary electric power forrsescessary lighting and electronic
equipment would be provided b&DWP. The amount of el&icity usedor temporary powewould be
minimal, because typical demand would stem from electrically powered hand tools.

Overall, he electricity used for construction activities would be temporary and minimal; thesgfcre,
construction would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of electricity.

Natural Gas

Natural gas is not anticipated to be requivethg construction of the project. Fuels used for construction
would primarily consist of diesel and gasoline,
minor amounts of natural gas that may be consumed as a m@sjdicotonstructiomould be temporary

and negligible and would not have an adverse effect; thgmefi@a, construction would not result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of natural gas.

Petroleum

Heavyduty construction equipment associated withtrootisn activities for construction would rely on
diesel fuel, as would vendor trucks involved in delivery of materialprajeittesite. Construction workers
would travel to and from tipeojectsite throughout the duration of construction. It isnasdin this analysis
that construction workers would travel in gaspltimeered lightluty vehicles.

Heavyduty construction equipment of various types would be usedosipyaseof project construction.
Appendix A lists the assumed equipment Usagmch phase of constructidine p oj ect ' s cons
equipment is estimated to operate a total comé®&a8dtours.

Fuel consumption from construction equipment was estimated by converting the total carbon djoxide (CO
emissions from each constiart phase to gallons using the conversion factors fdo@@allons of gasoline or
diesel. Construction is estimated to occur in late 2020 throt&fi2fhimhsed on the construction phasing schedule.
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The conversion factor for gasoline is Bil6grams per metric ton GPer gallon, and the conversion factor
for diesel is 10.21 kilograms per metric topge@gallon (The Climate Regi@®i9. The estimated diesel
fuel usage from construction equipment is shown in4.able

Table 4. Construction Equipment Diesel Demand

Pieces of Equipment

Phase Equipment CO, (MT) Kg CO,/Gallon Gallons
1A Phase | Demolition Preparatory Work 2 7.05 10.21 690.50
Equipment Delivery 1 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
1B-A Phase IB Temporary Equipment 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
2 Phase Il Asbestos/Lead Abatement and 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
Waste Removal
1B-B Phase IB Temporary Equipment 1 12.46 10.21 1,220.37
1B-C Phase IB Temporary Equipment 1 12.46 10.21 1,220.37
Equipment Delivery 2 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
3A Phase Ill Demolition of Outlying Structures 3 20.30 10.21 1,988.25
Crushing 1 565.31 10.21 55,368.27
3B Phase Ill Demolition of Outlying Structures 4 14.48 10.21 1,418.22
3C Phase Il Demolition of Outlying Structures 6 60.18 10.21 5,894.22
4A Phase IV Demolition of Units 10 210.07 10.21 20,574.93
4B Phase IV Demolition of Units 2 90.79 10.21 8,892.26
4C Phase IV Demolition of Units 5 141.78 10.21 13,886.39
4D Phase IV Demolition of Units 2 88.88 10.21 8,705.19
4E Phase IV Demolition of Units 6 206.16 10.21 20,191.97
4F Phase IV Demolition of Units 10 234.39 10.21 22,956.90
4G Phase IV Demolition of Units 2 91.82 10.21 8,993.14
5A Phase V Below Grade Demolition 3 182.29 10.21 17,854.06
6 Phase VI Demolition Closing Work 8 312.66 10.21 30,622.92
4H Phase IV Demolition of Units 6 271.88 10.21 26,628.80
4] Phase IV Demolition of Units 5 140.03 10.21 13,714.99
4J Phase IV Demolition of Units 2 91.83 10.21 8,994.12
5B Phase V Below Grade Demolition 3 37.55 10.21 3,677.77
5C Phase V Below Grade Demolition 3 46.94 10.21 4,597.45
Equipment Return 0 0.00 10.21 0.00

Total 278,091.09

Sources: Pieces of equipment and equipment CO2 (Appendix E); kg CO2/Gallon (The Climate Registry 2019).
Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; MT = metric ton; kg = kilogram.

Fuel estimates for total worker, vendor, and haul truck fuel consumption are provide8.in Table
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Table 5. Construction Worker, Vendor, and Haul Truck Petroleum Demand

Vehicle | Kg CO./
Phase Trips MT CO; | Gallon Gallons
Worker Vehicles (Gasoline)
1A Phase | Demolition Preparatory Work 20 5.52 8.78 628.70
Equipment Delivery 1 0 0.00 8.78 0.00
1B-A Phase IB Temporary Equipment 0 0.00 8.78 0.00
2 Phase Il Asbestos/Lead Abatement and Waste Removal 36 27.70 8.78 3,154.90
1B-B Phase IB Temporary Equipment 4 1.29 8.78 146.92
1B-C Phase IB Temporary Equipment 4 1.29 8.78 146.92
Equipment Delivery 2 0 0.00 8.78 0.00
3A Phase Ill Demolition of Outlying Structures 28 2.77 8.78 315.49
Crushing 4 8.73 8.78 994.31
3B Phase Ill Demolition of Outlying Structures 36 2.67 8.78 304.10
3C Phase Il Demolition of Outlying Structures 44 7.62 8.78 867.88
4A Phase IV Demolition of Units 76 22.38 8.78 2,548.97
4B Phase IV Demolition of Units 26 11.19 8.78 1,274.49
4C Phase IV Demolition of Units 46 17.79 8.78 2,026.20
4D Phase IV Demolition of Units 26 11.05 8.78 1,258.54
4E Phase IV Demolition of Units 48 20.85 8.78 2,374.72
4F Phase IV Demolition of Units 76 2213 8.78 2,520.50
4G Phase IV Demolition of Units 26 11.17 8.78 1,272.21
5A Phase V Below Grade Demolition 30 28.25 8.78 3,217.54
6 Phase VI Demolition Closing Work 44 44 47 8.78 5,064.92
4H Phase IV Demolition of Units 48 27.25 8.78 3,103.64
4| Phase IV Demolition of Units 46 17.57 8.78 2,001.14
4J Phase IV Demolition of Units 26 11.10 8.78 1,264.24
5B Phase V Below Grade Demolition 28 5.15 8.78 586.56
5C Phase V Below Grade Demolition 28 6.44 8.78 733.49
Equipment Return 0 0.00 8.78 0.00
Total 35,806.38
Vendofrucks (Diesel)

1A Phase | Demolition Preparatory Work 6 3.24 10.21 317.34
Equipment Delivery 1 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
1B-A Phase IB Temporary Equipment 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
2 Phase Il Asbestos/Lead Abatement and Waste Removal 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
1B-B Phase IB Temporary Equipment 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
1B-C Phase IB Temporary Equipment 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
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Table 5. Construction Worker, Vendor, and Haul Truck Petroleum Demand

Vehicle | Kg CO./
Phase Trips MT CO; | Gallon Gallons
Equipment Delivery 2 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
3A Phase Ill Demolition of Outlying Structures 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
Crushing 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
3B Phase Ill Demolition of Outlying Structures 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
3C Phase Il Demolition of Outlying Structures 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
4A Phase IV Demolition of Units 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
4B Phase IV Demolition of Units 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
4C Phase IV Demolition of Units 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
4D Phase IV Demolition of Units 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
4E Phase IV Demolition of Units 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
4F Phase IV Demolition of Units 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
4G Phase IV Demolition of Units 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
5A Phase V Below Grade Demolition 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
6 Phase VI Demolition Closing Work 4 8.27 10.21 809.99
4H Phase IV Demolition of Units 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
4| Phase IV Demolition of Units 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
4] Phase IV Demolition of Units 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
5B Phase V Below Grade Demolition 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
5C Phase V Below Grade Demolition 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
Equipment Return 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
Total 1,127.33
Haul Trucks (Diesel)
1A Phase | Demolition Preparatory Work 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
Equipment Delivery 1 4 0.33 10.21 32.32
1B-A Phase IB Temporary Equipment 254 2.53 10.21 32.32
2 Phase |l Asbestos/Lead Abatement and Waste Removal 306 18.32 10.21 1,794.32
1B-B Phase IB Temporary Equipment 4 1.18 10.21 115.57
1B-C Phase IB Temporary Equipment 26 2.29 10.21 224.29
Equipment Delivery 2 38 3.09 10.21 302.64
3A Phase Ill Demolition of Outlying Structures 268 2.21 10.21 216.45
Crushing 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
3B Phase Il Demolition of Outlying Structures 96 0.79 10.21 77.38
3C Phase IIl Demolition of Outlying Structures 6 0.05 10.21 4.90
4A Phase IV Demolition of Units 1,000 8.23 10.21 806.07
4B Phase IV Demolition of Units 638 5.22 10.21 511.26
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Table 5. Construction Worker, Vendor, and Haul Truck Petroleum Demand

Vehicle | Kg CO./
Phase Trips MT CO; | Gallon Gallons
4C Phase IV Demolition of Units 22 0.18 10.21 17.63
4D Phase IV Demolition of Units 638 5.21 10.21 510.28
4E Phase IV Demolition of Units 956 7.81 10.21 764.94
4F Phase |V Demolition of Units 1,174 9.59 10.21 939.28
4G Phase |V Demolition of Units 1,078 8.80 10.21 861.90
5A Phase V Below Grade Demolition 282 2.26 10.21 221.35
6 Phase VI Demolition Closing Work 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
4H Phase IV Demolition of Units 1,616 13.06 10.21 1,279.14
4| Phase IV Demolition of Units 22 0.18 10.21 17.63
4J Phase IV Demolition of Units 1,078 8.74 10.21 856.02
5B Phase V Below Grade Demolition 92 0.72 10.21 70.52
5C Phase V Below Grade Demolition 8 0.06 10.21 5.88
Equipment Return 42 3.24 10.21 317.34
Total 9,801.18

Sources: Trips and vehicle CO2 (Appendix E); kg CO2/Gallon (The Climate Registry 2019).

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram.

In summary, construction of the project is conservatively anticipated to c@h80®gallons of gasoline
and289,02@allons of diesel over a period of approximately 31 monthenkedt approxinately52.4billion

gal l ons of

petrol eum wil I

i kely

be

consumed in

based on the California daily petroleum consumption estimate of approximately 78.6 million gallons per de
(EIA 2019). Overhlbecause petroleum use during construction would be temporary, and would not be
wasteful or inefficient, impacts would be less than significant.

Operational

Electricity, Natural Gas, Petroleum

The project would not include operational activities; ¢tineréfe project would not consume energy following
constructionThe temporary buildings are anticipated to generate thersaoré ofenergy as the existing

permanent structureand no net change would océw.operational energy impact would occur.

b) Would the project confiict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or

energy efficienc)?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The project would follow applicable energy standards and regulations during
construction activities. addition, the project woulobt include building gdermanenstructures that would
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need to comply with applicable regulations at the time of maintenance &d#nilileetured and modular
buildings are regulated untksteral (CFR Title 24) a@dliforna (CCR Title 25) regulatipircluding Part 6

of the California Energy Code amdatedenergy portions of the CALGreen Code, Part 11 (California
Department of Housing and Community Development 2014). Accordingly, the temporaryveoilitibgs

requirgl to comply with applicable energy efficiency requirements when manutaadunedconflict with
applicable energy efficiency plans would o&ka@ur. s u c h, i mpacts related to t
with plans for renewable energy and endigigrety would be less than significant.
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3.7 Geology and Soils
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area ] [] [] X
or based on other substantial evidence of
a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? ] [] X []
iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? u N N X
iv) Landslides? ] ] X [
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil? o L] I L]
c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- ] [] = ]
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect o L] L] >
risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not u L] L] >
available for the disposal of waste water?
f)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique ] X [] []
geologic feature?
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a) Would the projectdirectly or indirectly causepotential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving:

)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delingad on the most recent AlquistPriolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

No Impact. Theclosest active earthgedaulinearvVGSis theSan Fernandeéault, whichslocated

to the north and east of thojectsite The portion of the fault closest the projectareais
approximatel\3 milesnortheast of thsite(CGS 2019)Portions of thidault, including the section
nearest to the project site, are contained within antAqol® Earthquake Fault Zon€he
California Geological Survey (formerly the California Division of Mines and Geology) has establishec
AlquistPriolo Special Study#es around faults identified by the State Geologist as being active. The
AlquistPriolo Special Studies Zone Act limits development along the surface trace of active faults to
reduce the potential for structural damage and/or injury due to fault.rdpiuexer, no active or
potentially active faults are known talerlie the siteThe nearest potentially active (i.e., late
Quaternary) fault is the Verdugo Fault, located approximately 1,000 feet soudimtestdfalong

San Fernando Ro&dGS2007,2010). In addition, the project would not result in activation of these
nearby faultsTherefore, the project would rditectly or indirectly cause poterdidverse effects
involving rupture of a known earthquake faali no impacts would occur.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than-Significant Impact. VGS is located within the seismically active Southern California
region and, as with all locations within the area, is potentially subject to strong seismically induce
ground shakingl'he closest active earthquake fault near VGS is the San FEmadndehich is
locatedapproximately 3 miles northeatfsthe projectsite The project would includide removal of

Units 14 and associated structures and sydteentsedng cooling tower foundation and skim pond
north of theunits,and four concrete foundations of demolished cooling towers within the existing
VGSproperty boundarieShe project does not propase construction of new structur@s such,

the project wold not exacerbate the potential for strong seismic ground shaking, toraquuse
additional people or structures to strong seismic ground sHdldéngfore, the project would not
directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects involvimgsstigmic ground shakiagd no

impact would occur.
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b)

fif) Seismicrelated ground failure, including liguefaction?

No Impact. VGS would not be subject to seismiated ground failure related to liquefaction (CGS
2019. The California Geological Survegidates that the project sitene located within an area

where historic occurrence of liquefaction, or local geological, geotechnical, and groundwater condition
indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements suckighibmivould be reqad (DOC

199). Additionally, e projectwould not increase thmtential for seisnielated ground failure,
including liquefactigto occur. As a result, the project would not directly or indirectly cause potential
adverse effects involving liquefagtammd no impact would occur.

v) Landslides?

LessThan-Significant Impact. Two areas withithe VGSsiteare potential areas of seismically
induced landslidé€GS 1998Both landslide zonesside within a gravel pit area that is lodgated

the northwesportion of the VGS property However, thedemolition areaare locatean flat
topographywouth and sobtast of thgravel pit and do not fall within the landslide zone boundaries

As a result, the project would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects involving
landslidesand impacts woulake less than significant

Would the projectresult in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The project would involve the demoliteamd removabf Units 14 and
associated structures and systimfiearing cooling tower foundation and skim pond north afitseand
four concrete foundations of demolished cooling towers within the existing VGS property boundaries.

The project site is locatecimarea that has been substantially altered by prior grading, excavations, and constructiot
Demolition and excavation activities would result in temporary soil disturbance. However, demolition activitie
would comply with all applicable state and kmualitions for erosion control. The project site is greater than 1 acre
and would be subject to NPDES General Construction Permit requirements. Demoalition activities would be
required to incorporate various temporary BMPs designed to prevent erodtatiendwsing demolition and
excavation activities. Therefore, staonh demolition impacts associated with erosion would be less than significant.

Once demdibn and excavation activities are complisteproject site would be primarily backfilledriade with
crushed concretand there would be no exposure of soils on site such that substarggbrsait @ss of topsoil
would occur. Therefore, lotggm demolition impacts associated with erosion would be less than significant.
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c)

d)

Would theproject be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable
as a result of the project, and potentially result in enor off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Less Than-Significant Impact. As previously disssed$ection 3.4d]i] and[d[iii]), the siteould be subject

to strong seismically induced ground movertheanto its location iBouthernCalifornia. Additionally, the
California Geological Survey indicates ttatproject site is not located within an area where historic
occurrence of liquefaction, or local geological, geotechnical, and groundwater conditions indicate a potent
for permanent ground displacements such thigairon would be required (DA®Y). Due to the nature

of the project being the demolition of existing structures with npameanait structures proposethere

would be n@otential forfuture structural collaps&he proposeddemolition andemovalof Units1-4 and
associated structures and systdrashearing cooling tower foundation, the skim pondfocamatoncrete
foundations of demolished cooling towersuld not initiate landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapsks aresult, impacts would be less than significant.

Would the profect be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table LB of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantialirect or indirect risks to life or property?

No Impact. The project s#t is located in an area that has been substantially altered by prior grading, excavation:
and constructiof.hesitecontains Palmview and Tujunga sdiiiérform of alluvial depositstive western half of

the site area and Sobobaisdiile form of dlivial deposiig the eastern half of the site axddch are not expansive
(USDA2019)Further theproject would not include construction of penwmanenbuildings, the foundations of

which could be adversely impacted by sixgesoilTherefore, no impaetould occur.

Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems where sewers are not availlable for the disposal of waste water?

No Impact. Theprojectwould involve the demolition of Unkts4 and associated structures and sysdtieens,
bearing cooling tower foundation and skim pond north ofinhs, and four concrete foundations of
demolished cooling towers within the existing VGS property bounsiddiésnally, theroject would not
permanentlyncrease the number of personnel on site or require an expansion of an existing wastewate
treatment facility for sanitary waste purposes. No septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal system wo
beincluded as part of tipeoject. Thereforeo impactvould occur.

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Less Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The poject lies within the San Fernando Valley,
which is bound to the north by the Santa Susana thrust and Sierra Madre fault, to the south by the Santa Mon
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Mountains, to the east by the Verdugo Mountains, and to the west by this Sianét#meim et al2011). The
majority of the San Fernando Valley is underlain by recent alluvium derived from the surrounding uplifted areas.

No paleontological resources were identified as a resulNefured History Museum of Los Angeles County
paleontological rexs search or desktop research for the project; however numerous fossil localities are knowr
from the San Fernando Basin, with several near the project site. Recent young alluvial fan deposits that are gene
too young to contain significant paleontoddgesources on or very near the surface immediately underlie the
project site. However, at depths greater than five feet below the original surface, there is a greater likelihood
encountering sediments that are old enough to contain significatulpgleal resources. Given these factors, the
likelihood of impacting paleontological resources within the project site is considered low abové® &edepth of
below the original ground surface, increasing with tefite event that excavation amtisiwould reach depths

greater tha® feet below the artificial fill material, the likelihood of inadvertent discoveries of paleontological
resources would increas®l thereforemitigation is requiredVith implementation of MMBEO-1, impacts
associategith paleontological resources would be less than significant.

MM -GEO-1 If excavations below a depth of five feet below the original ground surfadeefileelow the
depth of documented artificial feplanneda qualified paleontologist meetingSbeiety of
Vertebrate Paleontolof®VP 2010) standards should be retained to determine when and where
paleontological monitoring is warranted. The qualified paleontologist or a qualified paleontological
monitor meehg the SVP (2010) standards under the direction of the qualified paleshtalogist
conduct the paleontological monitoring. If the sediments are determined by the qualified
paleontologist to be too young or too cegramed to likely preserve palelmgfioal resources,
the qualified paleontologist can reduce or terminate monitoring per the SVP (2010) guidelines an
based on the excavations remaining fqrdiect.

Reference<Cited

CGS(California Geological Survel998. Earthquake Zones of Requingdstigation Van Nuys Quadrangle.
Prepared by Thomas, Kate, and Jim Thompson. Accessed Mayh&p20d®w.consrv.ca.gov/
SHP/EZRIM/Maps/VAN_NUYS_EZRIM.pdf.

CGS. 2007. Fault Rupture Hazard Zones in California. AcolstEarthquake Fault ZoningtAvith Index to
Earthquake Fault Zones Maps. Special Publication 42. Sacramento, California.

CGS. 2010. Fault Activity Map of California. Prepared by Jennings, C.W., and W.A. Bryant. Accessed May 9, 2019.
http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/fam/.
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CSG.202. “Earthquake

cgs/EQZApp/app/.

Zones

of

Required
Regulatory Maps Geo Application. Accessed May 5h2p4d9maps.conservation.ca.gov/

l nvestigation”

DOC (California Department of Conservatidi)97. State of California Seismic Hazard Zone Report for the Van
Nuys 7.8Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles County. Accessed May Bitg0kfixiecanyon.com/

wp-content/uploads/2014/05/vn_eval.pdf.

Langenheim V.ET.L. Wright, D.A. Okaya, R.S. Yeats, G.S. Fuis, K. Thygesen, and H. ThybstraétLte of
the San Fernando ValRggion, California: Implications aismicHazard andectonic Hisbry”

Geospherg?): 528572.

SVP Bociety of Vertebrate Palamagy). 201(Gtandard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Imp:
Paleontological Restblinpésrailablehttp://vertpaleo.org/Membership/Membeétthics/

SVP_Impact_Mitigation_Guidelines.aspx

USDA(U.S. Department of Agriculturdp19:*Web Soil SurvéyAccessed May 9, 2019.
https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx

3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant ] ] X ]
impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing ] [] X []
the emissions of greenhouse gases?
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact

on the environmen®

Less Than-Significant Impact. Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such
as temperature, precipitation, or wind patterns, lasting for an extended period of time (decades or longer). T

Earths temperature dependsontthal ance bet ween energy entmmanpg an
factors (natural and human) can cause changes in
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and buildup of heat in the at mos pbudace The greenhpuses gifdcteis ae )

natural process that contributes to regulating t
Earth. Human activities that emit additional GHGs to the atmosphere increase the amount of infrared radiatio
that gets absorbed before escaping into space, 1

surface temperature to ri€dobal climate change is a cumulative impact; a pajédbutes tdhis impact
through its incremental contritmrticombined with the cumulative increase of all other sources of GHGs.
Thus, GHG impacts are recognizedusigely as cumulative impacts (CAPCOA 2008).

A GHG is any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere; in other words, GHGs trap heat in the
atmosphere. As defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g) for purposes of administeri
many of t he st at e’ sedugtioni pnograms, GEEGsGncledanhos dioxideG®,), r
methane (Ck, nitrous oxide (D), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulfur
hexafluoride (Sf and nitrogen trifluoride (NHsee also 14 CCR 15364.5). The three GHGs evaluated here

are CQ, CH;, and NO. Emissions of HFCs, PFCs,sSénd NE are generally associated with industrial
activities including the manufacturing of electrical components;diigaar conditioning units, and
insulation of electricafansmission equipment (substations, power lines, and switch gears.). Therefore,
emissions of these GHGs were not evaluated or estimated in this analysis because the project would not inclt
these activities or components and would not generate HFCsSRFO® NEin measurable quantities.

Gases in the atmosphere can contribute to climate change both directly and'#idiesicttgrgovernmental

Panel on Climate Change developed the global warming potential (GWP) concept to compare the ability
each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another gas. The reference gas;utextefo@)
GWP-weighted emissions are measured in metric tons obqi¥alent (MT Cg&@). Consistent with
CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2, this GHG emissions anasgsimed the GWP for €id 25 (emissions of 1

MT of CH, are equivalent to emissions of 25 MT ob)Cénd the GWP for XD is 298, based on the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Fourth Assessment Report (IPCC 2007).

As discussed in Section 3.3hid IS/MND, the project is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the
SCAQMD. In October 2008, the SCAQMD proposed recommended numeric CEQA significance thresholds
for GHG emissions for lead agencies to use in assessing GHG impacts of Iresidectimmercial
development projects as presented iDiigdt Guidance Docudhémterim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
Significance Thre@OKWQMD 2008). This document, which builds on the previous guidance prepared by the
California Air Pollution ControOfficers Association, explored various approaches for establishing a
significance threshold for GHG emissions. The draft interim CEQA thresholds guidance document was nof

15 Direct effects occur when the gas itself absorbs radiation. Indirect radiative forcing occurs when chemical trah#fiermations o
substance produce other GHGs, when a gas influences the atmosjphesiofifether gases, and/or when a gas affects atmospheric
processes that alter the radiative balance of the Earth (e.g., affect cloud formation or albedo) (EPA 2017).
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adopted or approved by the Governing Board. However, in December 2008, the SG&ddlaa interim
10,000 MT Cee peryear screening level threshold for stationary source/industrial projects for which the
SCAQMD is the lead agency (see SCAQMD Resolution86, D&écember 5, 2008).

The SCAQMD formed a GHG CEQA Significance ThresiWalcking Group to work with SCAQMD staff

on developing GHG CEQA significance thresholds until statewide significance thresholds or guidelines ar
established. From December 2008 to September 2010, the SCAQMD hosted working group meetings ar
revised the dfathreshold proposal several times, although it did not officially provide these proposals in a
subsequent document. The SCAQMD has continued to consider adoption of significance thresholds fol
residential and general land use development projects. sSthreamiot proposal, issued in September 2010,
uses the following tiered approach to evaluate potential GHG impacts from various uses (SCAQMD 2010):

Tier 1. Determine if CEQA categorical exemptions are applicable. If not, move to Tier 2.

Tier 2. Consider wéther or not the proposed project is consistent with a locally adopted GHG reduction
plan that has gone through public hearing and CEQA review, that has an approved inventory,
includes monitoring, etc. If not, move to Tier 3.

Tier 3. Consider whether thegject generates GHG emissions in excess of screening thresholds for
individual land uses. The 10,000 MT.e&C@eryear threshold for industrial uses would be
recommended for use by all lead agencies. Under option 1, separate screening thresholds a
propo®d for residential projects (3,500 MTEger year), commercial projects (1,400 M€ CO
per year), and mixede projects (3,000 MT e(per year). Under option 2, a single humerical
screening threshold of 3,000 MT£@er year would be used for all-mmtustrial projects. If
the project generates emissions in excess of the applicable screening threshold, move to Tier 4.

Tier 4. Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of applicable performance
standards for the project service paipan (population plus employment). The efficiency targets
were established based on the goal of Assembly Bill (AB) 32 to reduce statewide GHG emission
to 1990 levels by 2020. The 2020 efficiency targets are 4.8d/je€@rvice population for
projectlevel analyses and 6.6 MT €Q@erservice population for pldevel analyses. If the
project generates emissions in excess of the applicable efficiency targets, move to Tier 5.

Tier 5. Consider the implementation of CEQA mitigation (including the peirch&HG offsets) to
reduce the project efficiency target to Tier 4 levels.

Section 15064. 7(c) of the CEQA Guidelines specifi
may consider thresholds of significance previously adoptecbromesded by other public agencies, or
recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported
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substanti al evidence.” The CEQA Guidelines do not
establish specific thresholds of significance, or mandate specific mitigation measures. Rather, the CEQA Guideli
emphasize the |l ead agency’ s discretion to determ
that are consistent witie manner in which other impact areas are handled in CEQA (CNRA 2009).

To determine the project’s potenti al to generat e
environment , the project’s GHr@dustdaltand moject quantitatieer e ¢
threshold of 3,000 MT GO per year. Because the project does not include operational sources of emissions
and because the project does not conform to the standard land use types, the 3,@0paviyeatthreshold,

which wasdentified under Tier 3 Option 1, was applied herein. Per the SCAQMD guidance, construction
emissions should be amortized over the operational life of the project, which is assumed to be 30 yea
(SCAQMD 2008 hisimpact analysis, therefore, comparestaed construction emissions to the proposed
SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MT @per year.

Construction (Demolition) Emissions

Construction of the project would result in GHG emissions primarily associated with the usadf off
construction equipment, -woad trucks, and worker vehicleagblel and Appendix A providedepiction of

expected construction schedules (including information regarding phasing, equipment used during each pha
truck trips, and worker vehicle trips) assumed for the purposes of emissions ehiimdtlition to the
diesefueled equipment dnvehicles presented in Talilewhich were modeled using CalEEMod, the
construction GHG emissions analysis also includes GHG emissions from electric equipment, specifically th
negativair machines used during Phase |l asbestos and lead abatemeithalée electricity consumed

in kilowatthours per day for Units 1, 2, 3, and 4 was used to estimate the annuahdilsvedinsumed,

which was converted to megavatiirs per year and then multiplied by the GHG carbon intensity factor in
megawatts pewear for the local electricity utility provider, which is LADWP. The intensity flac@o,,

CHa, and NO werebased otinformation provided byADWP for 2019LADWP 202(Q. On-site sources of

GHG emissions include affad equipment; offite sources @ude trucks and worker vehicles. Téble
presents construction GHG emissions for the project fresit@and ofkite emissions sources.

Table 6. Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Co, | CH, | N0 COe
Year Metric Tons per Year
2020 — CalEEMod 20.32 0.00 0.00 20.40
2020 — Negative-air machines 1.08 0.00 0.00 1.09
2020 Subtot 21.40 0.00 0.00 22.48
2021 - CalEEMod 526.97 0.10 0.00 529.53
2021 — Negative-air machines 30.10 0.00 0.00 30.24
2021 Subtot 526.97 0.10 0.00 559.77
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Table 6. Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

co, | CH, | N0 | COxe
Year Metric Tons per Year
2022 2,153.40 0.53 0.00 2,116.78
2023 516.02 0.12 0.00 519.08
Total 3,247.89 0.75 0.00 3,217.11
Amortized Construction Emissions 107.24

Source: See Appendix A for complete results.

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; COze = carbon dioxide equivalent.

While construction of the project is anticipated to start in fall 2021, the analysis assumes a construction start date of October 2020, which
represents a worst-case scenario for criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years
would be slightly less due to more stringent standards for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing
older equipment and vehicles in later years.

b)

As shown in Tabl6, the estimatednnualotal GHG emissions 2020, 2021, 2022, and 2028&ild be
approximatell MT CO,e,530MT COse,2,117MT COse,and519MT COse, respectivelyor a total of
3,21™MT CO.e. Amortized over 30 years, taahstruction GHG emissions would be approxima@aiy T

CO.e per year. In addition, as with pregesterated construction criteria air pollutant emissions, GHG
emissions generated during proposed construction activities would be short term, lémtitige @hlyation

of the construction period, and would not represent ddangsource of GHG emissions.

Operational Emissions

Once project construction is complete, no operational activities associated with the proposed project woul
occur (no routineally equipment operation or vehicle trips would be reqdinediemporary buildings are
anticipated to generate the same GHG emissions as the existing permanentastdiotunest change would
occur.Because the project would not result ina@argterm operational activities, there would be no potential
GHG emissions impacts associated with operational GHG emissions.

As shown in Tabl®&, amortized projegienerated construction emissions would not exceed the 3,000
SCAQMD threshold. ThereforeHG emissions impacts would be less than significant.

Conffict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would result in-teassignificant impacts related to
conflicts with GHG emission reduction plans, for the reasons described as follows.
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Consistency with CARBOs Scoping Pl an

The CARB Scoping Plan, approved by CARB in 2008 anddipd2014 and 2017, provides a framework
for actions to reduce California s GHG emission
regulations and other initiatives to reduce GHGs. The Scoping Plan is not directly applicable to specifit
projecs, nor is it intended to be used for prei@et! evaluatio§lUnder the Scoping Plan, however, there

are several state regulatory measures aimed at the identification and reduction of GHG emissions. CARB a
other state agencies have adopted mang wighsures identified in the Scoping Plan. Most of these measures
focus on area source emissions (e.g., energy usa@GdVRig@HGs in consumer products) and changes to

the vehicle fleet (i.e., hybrid, electric, and moreffioédnt vehicles) and asateil fuels (e.d.ow Carbon

Fuel Standard), among oth&lsnetheless, the project would comply with various GHG emission reduction
regulations to the extent they apply to the proj

Consistency with the Southern California Associ@ain of Governments 2018040 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

SCAG’'s 2016 RTP/ S@mnagemeniastrategy ghiatdargetd pergapitatH@ reduction from
passenger vehicles and ity trucks in the Southern €aifiia region. The 2016 RTP/SCS incorporates local

land use projections and circulation networks in city and county general plans. The 2016 RTP/SCS is not direc
applicable to the project because the purpose of the 2016 RTP/SCS is to provide digrdtiane@nby making

the best transportation and land use choices for future development. The proposed project would not conflict wit
implementation of the strategies identified in the 2016 RTP/SCS that would reduce GHG emissions.

Consistency with Senat@&ill 32 and Executive Order $3-05

The project would not impede the attainment of the GHG reduction goals for 2030 or 2050 identified in SB
32 and Executive Ordef35, respectively. Executive Ord&( establishes the following goals: GHG
emissionshould be reduced to 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80% below 1990 levels
2050. SB 32 establishes a statewide GHG emissions reduction target whereby CARB, in adopting rules &
regulations to achieve the maximum technologicallyidemsd costffective GHG emissions reductions,

shall ensure that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to at least 40% below 1990 levels by December
2030. While there are no established protocols or thresholds of significance for that futuysige@rdal
forecasts that compliance with the current Scoping Plan puts the state on a trajectory of meeting these lor
term GHG goals, although the specific path to compliance is unknown (CARB 2014).

16 The Final Statement of Reasons for the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines hetetatemént in the Initial Statement
of Reasons that “[t]he Scoping Plan may not be approp
because it is conceptual at this stage and relies on the future development of regujaiBamentatia strategies identified
in the Scoping Plan” (CNRA 2009).
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CARB has expressed optimism with regard to both3bea@ 2050 goals. It states in the First Update to the
Cli mate Change Scoping Pl an t-tarm 2020'GEHE& eniiskians limit aand i s
is well positioned to maintain and c oRB2014)uthr edu
regard to the 2050 target for reducing GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels, the First Update to the
Climate Change Scoping Plan states that the level of reduction is achievable in California (CARB 2014). CAl
believes that the state isaotrajectory to meet the 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction targets set forth in AB 32,
SB 32, and Executive OrdeB-85. This is confirmed in t217 Scoping Plahich states (CARB 2017):

The Scoping Plan builds upon the successful framework establigteethitval Scoping

Plan and First Update, while identifying new, technologically feasible -afigotiost
strategies to ensure that California meets its GHG reduction targets in a way that promotes
and rewards innovation, continues to foster econoonithg and delivers improvements to

the environment and public health, including in disadvantaged communities.

The project would not interfere with implementation of any of the previously described GHG reduction goals
for 2030 or 2050 because the prajectul d not exceed the SCAQMD’' s rec:
CO.e per yea(SCAQMD 2008). Because the project would not exceed the threshold, this analysis provides
support for the conclusion that t h e rdghe preveously w o u
described statewide GHG reduction goals for 2030 or 2050.

The project’'s consistency with the state’'s Scopi
emission reduction targets in California. With respect to futurda®#® under SB 32 and Executive Order
S3-05, CARB has also made clear its legal interpretation that it has the requisite authority to adopt whatev
regulations are necessary, beyond the AB 32 horizon year of 2020, to meet the SB 32 40% redhyction targe
2030 and the Executive Ord®8-05 80% reduction target by 2050. This legal interpretation by an expert
agency provides evidence that future regulations will be adopted to continue the trajectory toward meetir
these future GHG targets.

Based on theonsiderations previously outlined, the project would not conflict with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. This impact would be
less than significant.

Reference<Cited

CAPCOA (California iaPollution Control Officers Association). 2ADBQA & Climate Change: Evaluating and
Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Enlararaneat&uality Act.

CARB (California Air Resources Board). Ztfgt.Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan Building on the Framew
Pursuant to AB 87 he California Global Warming Solutions Adtlady 2061 .
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/fingpdate climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf.
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LADWP (Los Angeles Department of Water & Powép0“ GHG Emi ssi on
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i for
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SCAQMD (South Coast Air Quality Management District). REf8 Guidance Docudreterim CEQA Greenhouse
Gas (GHG) Significance Threxttolukr 2008.

SCAQMD. 2010. Greenhouse Gas CEQA Signifiddmeshold Stakeholder Working Group Meeting #15.
September 28, 20Matp://www.agmd.gov/docs/defausource/cega/handbook/
greenhousgasegghgjcegasignificanceéhresholds/yea20082009/ghgmeetingl5/
ghgmeetingl5mainpresentation.pdf?sfvrsn=2

3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, [] X ] ]
or disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the ] = ] ]
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
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death involving wildland fires?

Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or L] L] L] >
proposed school?
d) Be located on a site that is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a [] [] X []
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a L] L] = o
safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?
f)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or ] ] ] =
emergency evacuation plan?
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or [] [] ] X

In addition to a brief site visignous resources wertdizedto obtain information regardipgst and current activities
and chemical usm the project siteResources reviewed inclbagori@al aerial photographs of the project $i@&S

files obtained fronthe Los Angeles Fire Departmgtite Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and
RWQCSB files on the Envirostor and Geotracker wepigesobtained from LADWRndthe EnvironmenthData
Resources (EDR) agency database search report.

As shown on Figure 2, the projectisiteade up of three demolition areas within the VGS prdpenyarthern area,

Units 14, and the former cooling tower area.

1 The northern area is located a&hjiaito a large gravel pit that was used for wastewater disposal for the VGS.
The northern area includes a skim pond associated with the wastewater disposal and a former bearing cool

tower (the foundation remains).
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1 Units H4 include the following featisr an oivater separator, a weld shop, four abandonaghfieriground

storage tank&JSTS9, former paint and phosphate storage areas, transformers, various former aboveground oil

and grease tanks, former acid tanks, oil sumps, trenches, and ground wells

1 The former cooling tower area, located southeast of Bhitsohsists of four cooling tower foundations and

former sulfuric acid tanks.

3.9.1 Historical Aerial Photograph Review

Historical aerial photographs from EDR were reviewed for 1928, 1938959248954, 1964, 1969, 1971, 1977, 1983,
1991, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2ah32016 Appendix D1). Additionally, historical aerial photographs from 1967 and 2010
that were included in the 2019 Current Conditions Report (LAWDP 2019) were also €Yasemtedions are

presented iffable?.

Table 7. Observations from Aerial Photograph Review

Date Description

1928 The Tujunga wash appears to be flowing east-west, approximately 900 feet to the northwest of the
project site. A gravel pit appears adjacent to the project site to the northwest. The project site appears
mostly vacant, except for a few residential-sized buildings near the western portion of the project site.
The central portion of the project site has been disturbed, but clear agricultural use is not apparent.
Agricultural and residential properties are visible in the surrounding area.

1938 The project site and surrounding area appear similar to the 1928 aerial photograph.

1948

1952 The project site appears to have been graded, with construction of the Valley Generating Station
underway on the western portion of the project site.

1954 The Valley Generating Station appears to be under construction, with all areas other than the eastern
portion of the project site under construction or built. Other areas of the Valley Generating Station
located northeast of the project site have been built or are under construction. The canal along the
Tujunga wash appears to be developed, with the Hansen Spreading Grounds located farther north of
the canal.

1964 Construction of the Valley Generating Station appears to be complete. The pit adjacent to the project

1967 site to the northwest appears to be filled with water. A rail spur appears to the north of Units 1-4. The

1969 area approximately 0.2 miles southeast of the project site appears to be cleared of buildings and

1971 excavated as a gravel pit, the eastern-most portion of which was used as a landfill.

1977

1983 The project site appears similar to the prior photograph. The landfill to the southeast has expanded

1989 west, where the large gravel pit was formerly located.

1994

2002 The four Valley Generating Station cooling tower structures to the northeast of the project site appear to
be removed, the area appears to be graded.

2005 New Units 5-8 are developed northeast of the project site.
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Table 7. Observations from Aerial Photograph Review

Date Description

2009 A new tank is constructed in the tank farm adjacent to the project site.

2010 No apparent changes are observed on the project site compared to 2009 aerial photograph. The landfill
2012 to the southeast was completed with a vegetative cover between 2010 and 2012.

2016

The aerial photographs indicate that the gravel pit immediately navsstntithe project site was mined prior to
1928.TheVVGSwas built in the 1950s. the early 2000s, four cooling towers were renameediere replaced with
Units 5-8.TheVGSis located south of the Hansen Spreading Grounds and north of the Bradiley Land

3.9.2

Los Angeles Fire Department Records

Dudek requested hazardeonaterials and underground and aboveground storad@$ankles for LADWPVGS

from the Los Angeles Fire Department Certified Unified Program AgenciosTiageles Fire Departnien
responded on October 21, 2019, with records pertaining to the site USaisdA&Zardous materials storage, as well
as hazardous materials inspections. Review of these records are describpgdradon¥2):

f

Inspection reports for site USTs émchazardous materials storage from-ZIEB were reviewékhe 2015
inspection reports indicated minor inspection, testing, and administrative violations. The September 201
inspection report did not indicate any violations and noted that the sitgoregsdss to abandon USTs in

place. The April 2018 inspection report did not indicate any violations and noted that the tanks were abandone
The review of inspection records did not indicate the release or spill of hazardous substances into th
environmat or subsurface environment of the project site.

The tank abandonment worksheet (dated March 27, 2017) indicated that four metmll60,008Ts
containing heavy fuel oil were abandoned in place by using 240,000 gallons of slurry fill. Thed#iflexiwere
clekanAccording to the LADWP, the LAFD' s tank aband
about the tank sizeghe LADWP stated that their records indicate that two of the tanks were 272,350 gallons
and two were 192,638 galldnsIWP 2020) Asfurtherdiscussed in Sectio®.3, the LADWP provided the
October 5, 201 @etraTech UST Abandonment Soil Report for these four OIS seport indicates that the

four USTs were decommissioned in 2003. The tanks were cleanedille@00iBhapproximately 980,000
gallons of slurngnd piping was disconnected and flushed at thaftiemé@nks extended from the ground
surface to 12 feet bg$e majority of the associated piping was aboveground, with an approxiffaiely 60
section &underground piping located adjacent to the northern project sitEharedandoned tanks are
located within the Units4 area of the project site.

A total of 25s0il samples were collected beneath the tanks through holes cut in the bottom of the tanks
(TetraTech 2016%0il samples were also collected adjacent to plpiMDCs were detected in any of the
soil sampled.otal petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) were detected in all soil samples collected beneath Tank
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and the northern end of the buried piesegmenthe concentrations of TPH beneath the pipeline segment
were below regulatory screening leValks.concentrations of diesahge TPH beneath Tank 3 exceeded
regulatory screening levels (up to 6,510 milligrams per kilogram); however ninatiomscéecrease with

depth (between 1 and 5 feet below the tank). No elevated lead concentrations were detected (all concentrati
were below regulatory screening criteria).

1 A letter from the RWQCB granted no further action for the UST closure imyJa@La.Residual
contamination exists beneath Tank 3.

1 A natification of change in status application from 2010 indicated that the facility stored 2,365,600 gallons ¢
petroleum products (including fuel oil and turbo oil). The tanks are in secondamnemingailist of
hazardous chemicals stored at the VGS facility were also listed, which included nitrogen, low sulfur fuel o
waste oil, mineral oil, carbon monoxide, paint thinner, argon, acetylene, sulfuric acid, mercury, methan
ethylene diamine, ealded gasoline, 1:frithloroethane, liquefied propane, among other chemicals; many of
these iNPASTs. This inventory is understood to be for the entire VGS f&al#tgd on a chemical inventory
provided to Dudek by LADWP, the following chemicals anard@us materials have been stored on the
project site recently: turbine oil, mineral oil, sodium hexametaphosphate, kerosene, hydraulic fluid, and aq
ammoniaSulfuric acid is also known to have been stored within the proje&temeding to the LADW,
mineral oil, sodium hexametaphosphate, kerosene, hydraulic fluid, and aqua ammonia are still present witl
the project areadditionally, based on discussion with LADWP persoseebéction 3.5), oil may be
present in pipelines and sumps on tbgpr site.

The records reviewed indicate the presence oimpatted soils at the project sitdditionally, the files note the

former presence of chemical and waste storage in many ASTs anthératosage locations for some chemicals are

not notedn the files; however, it is known that mineral oil, sodium hexametaphosphate, kerosene, hydraulic fluid, ar
aqua ammonia are still present within the project area.

3.9.3 Envirostor and Geotracker Online Records

The DTSC currently oversees an open eéabeae associated with the gravel pit located immediately north and west of the
project site (the gravel pit site overlaps a portion of the northern project ditastaaater from the VGS was discharged

into the gravel pit beginning in thie1950s (MBA 1993). Wastewater discharged to the gravel pit included boiler blowdown,
boiler dust collector wash,widter separator wastewater, oil ash, and equipment cleaning solution (MBA 1993). Availabl
information from the 1970s indicates thaivanage of 25 million gallons of industrial wastewater were discharged each year. In
1978, industrial wastewater other than boiler blowdown was discharged to Baleeblewvdown was discharged to the

gravel pit until at least the mBBOs, while lahsh and boiler cleaning waste were then disposed of at a Class | landfill (MBA
1993)Stormwater runoff from the VGS was also discharged into the gravel pit.

The gravel pit has been the subject of past soil, soil vapor, and groundwater Haengiditaindicate the presence
of metals, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), ane/sktile organic compound (SV@@)pacted soil§'he DTSC
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recommended evaluation of surface soils outside of the gravel pit (along the rim of theugdaaieingjtthe former

rail spur some of these areas overlap the project site areas) for potential contaminants (DT30e20.8a).
Environmental Protection AgentiSEPA, however, is pursuing furtreampling at the VGS site (in areas outside of
the gravel pit) due to th€B detections in the gravel pit and at the adjacent Truesdale Center site (USEPA 2016).

Based on thRevise@01 Current Conditions Report (LADWP ZQlthe following sampling has been conducted to
date within the project site in association with thelgrinvestigations;

1 Samples were collected from four soil borings at depths down to 30 feet bgs from the northern project are
(LADWP 2019. The samples were analyzed for metals and PCBs; concentrations from the northern projec
area were below regutgtecreening levels for the commercial scenario or background levels.

1 No known sampling has been conducted within the Ufiarkea of the project site, other than the-UST
related sampling discussed in Section 3.8.2.

1 A total of 24soil borings were advadda the former cooling tower area of the projectSoilsamples were
collected to a depth of 30 fedte samples were analyzed for metals. Slightly elevated concentrations of arsenic
were detected in several samples. An elevated concentratioifhazkradus waste level) was detected in
shallow soil at one location1B).

Soil vapor samples were collected from within the gravel pit and analyzed fhioW@IIS impacts were identified.

Groundwater samples have been collected from DWP wedl,Eb¢ated just west of the project site, between 1998
and 2009Depth to groundwater in the well was reported to be greater than 180 Y6@€ impacts were identified

in the groundwater sampli® metals impacts, other than hexavalent chromium weréedentthe groundwater
(LADWP 2019. There is no current maximum contaminant level for hexavalent chromium.

The RWQCB Geotracker records related to an investigation under the Well InvestigationTReo§@R.was
investigated for potentsdlvent use and was given a no further action letter from the RWQCB in 1998.

A second no further action letter (from 2006) is included in the RWQCB Geotradkeslfiles.to a soil investigation
for metals impacts conducted by URf®. URS report wamt included in the files for review; therefore, the sampling
locations are not known.

3.94 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Files

The LADWP provided the following documents for review: LADWP Valley Generating Station UST Abandonment
Soil ReporfTetraTech 2016), a letter report regarding Technical Approach for Further Environmental Activities, Valley
Generating Station Gravel Pit (Kleinfelder 2019), design equipment plans fedUaitecent chemical inventory

and a recent list of mercwgntaining devices at the VG$e design equipment plans for Unitd $how the

following site features: anwiter separator, a weld shop, four abandoned fuel USTs, transformers, various former
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aboveground oil and grease tanks, former acid tanks\ps| senches, and ground wéle LADWP also provided

a copy of th&®evisedurrent Conditions Report for the VGS gravelmmita 2019 Asbestos, Lead & Hazardous Waste
Survey Inspection Reporhie 2019 Asbestos, Lead & Hazardous Waste Survey IndReptbiat noted the presence

of asbestoand leatbased paint in Units4. The assessment also included evaluation of select building materials, oils,
and wastewaters at Unitgl Tor PCBsa sample of oil from Unit 1 return pumps contained PCBs aboligrami

per kilogramThe assessment also included evaluation of refractory insulation and brick samples frdnatthits 1
wastewater samples for metals; hazardous levels of lead, nickel, and vanadium were detected in the boiler bricks
refractory ceraic insulation (Focus 2019).

Further discussion of the repgtsevided by LADWRs included in the prior sections discussing sampling conducted
at theVGS

3.9.5 Regulatory Records Review

A search of regulatory records was conducted by EDBtoimer 17, 201&ppendix D3). The search was conducted

for the project site, and include®.a5mile, 0.5mile, andl-mile search radius as defined in the records review
requirements of the ASTM 1523 standard. The EDR report gives a listing of sites within the defined search radii
that are listed on one or more environmental regulatory databases. Informatiomstimgeseludes the site name,
location of the site relative to the project site, regulatory database listing, and the status of the listed site.

A total of 261 listings with 123 unique addresses were identified imthia adius of the project siseme of these
sites were identified in more than one regulatory database. The number of sites and their proximity to the project <
are as follows:

Of these listings, 173 were identified in databases that are used for permitting, inventory oandoegliance
purposes, and do not indicate a release of hazardous substances or petroleum products to the environment. T
remaining sites were identified in regulatory databases that identify sites with known or suspected environmer
contamination. Téaregulatory databases identified are summarized in the EDR Rysodi¢AD3).

Dudek reviewed the listings, the distance from the project site, and known environmental condjtaunsdigager

depth and flow direction) and identified listingsatteatonsidered potential environmental concerns to the proposed
project. Tablé8 summarizes the project site and adjacent listings and listings that Dudek identified as potentiall
impacting the environmental conditions of the project site. The additemabt discussed in Tablgere reviewed

by Dudek and were determined not likely to impact the proposed project.
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Table 8. Project Site Regulatory Database Listings

Pit.

boiler blowdown, and circulating cleaning wastewater was
disposed into the gravel pit located adjacent to the project site
in the northwest. After 1965, discharges to the gravel pit were
regulated by an Industrial Waste Permit (W-273768) issued by
the Los Angeles Department of Public Works and approved by
the Los Angeles RWQCB. Three of the five discharge outfalls
that terminate in the gravel pit have been closed, and the
remaining two are used only for the discharge of stormwater.
Multiple site investigation activities has been conducted at this
site to determine vertical and horizontal impacts of the
contaminants in the soil and groundwater. Groundwater at the
project site is estimated to be 200-250 feet below ground
surface (bgs) and generally flows towards the south. Primary
contaminants of concerns are PCBs, SVOCs, and metals
(nickel, vanadium, lead, arsenic). The site is currently active..

Identified
Business Environmental
Name, Address Database(s) Details Concern
Valley Generating | RCRA-SQG, The site reportedly generates hazardous waste (solvent Potential
Station ERNS, waste, corrosive, and ignitable waste). impacts due to
FINDS,ECHO,EN | The site was investigated under the Well Investigation chemical
F, NPDES, Program (WIP) for potential solvent use and subsequently storage and use
CIWQS, CPS- granted no further action in March 1998. on the project
SLIC,CERS, The site has an active NPDES permit for industrial wastewater | Site.
HAZNET, and terminated industrial stormwater general permit.
HAZMAT, AST, Minor releases of ammonia and asbestos have occurred:;
HMIRS, CHMIRS, | however, the releases were contained and/or cleaned up. The
ICIS, RMP, EMI, | releases are not expected to have impacted the environmental
WDS, WIP, UST | conditions at the project site.
Valley Generating | ENVIROSTOR, From the mid-1950s to late 1970s, wastewater generated from | Potential impact
Station Gravel VCP the project site activities, including oil ash scrubber water, of metals, PCBs

and PAHs on
the project site.

Valley Generating
Station

9430 San
Fernando Road

Envirostor, HIST
UST, CAFID
UST, EMI

This inactive DTSC case was evaluated in 1995. The site was
noted to be contaminated with 4,000 cubic yards of oil ash.
While no further location information was provided, this site is
believed to be the gravel pit site that is being investigated
under DTSC oversight.

The UST information available for this site indicates several
tanks were installed in 1954 and 1955: 650 gallon waste oil,
1,550 gallon product, 550 gallon waste oil, 450 gallon product,
1,700 gallon product, 7,500 gallon product, 6,225 gallon
product, 7,350 gallon product, 600 gallon product, 43,000
gallon waste, 176,000 gallon product, and 256,200 gallon

Potential impact
of TPH, metals,
PCBs and
PAHSs on the
project site.
Potential for
additional USTs
to be present at
the project site.
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Table 8. Project Site Regulatory Database Listings

Identified
Business Environmental
Name, Address Database(s) Details Concern
product. Further information on these tanks was not available.
Based on the sizes and lack of other information about USTs
at the project site, it is likely that some of these listings are for
ASTs.
M&R Plating ENVIROSTOR Site was evaluated under USEPA Grantin 2010/2011. No No
11679 Sheldon further information available to review.
Street
Thermal ENVIROSTOR Site was evaluated under USEPA —PASI Grant in 2010/2011. No
Technologies No further information available to review.
11660 Sheldon
Street
Truck Parts Corp | HAZMAT No reported release. No
11675 W Sheldon
Street
Various, including | HAZMAT, RCRA | No reported release. No
Morton Grinding NonGen, FINDS,
Inc. ECHO
11699 W.
Sheldon Street
Simpson House CAFID UST, 6,000-gallon diesel tank. No reported release. No
Movers/Vito's HIST UST,
Auto Parts HAZMAT
11705 Sheldon
Street
Structural HAZMAT, UST, Inactive UST, no reported release. No
Materials CA FID UST,
Company RCRA SQG,
11711-11731 SWEEPS UST,
Sheldon Street FINDS, ECHO,
ENF, NAZNET,
NPDES, WDS,
CIwQs, CERS
M&A Plastics HAZNET, CERS, | No reported release. No
11735 Sheldon WIP
Street
Honda Parts RCRA NonGen, No reported release. No
11755 Sheldon RCRA-SQG,
Street FINDS, ECHO,
EMI, WIP
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Table 8. Project Site Regulatory Database Listings

Identified
Business Environmental
Name, Address Database(s) Details Concern
Scenic Highlights | HAZMAT, RCRA | No reported release. No

Valley Area 1
Superfund Site

11759 Sheldon NonGen
Street
LADWP UST, HAZMAT, The site is not located adjacent to the project site; however, it | Potential PCBs
Truesdale Center | AST is adjacent to the northeastern portion of the VGS facility. in soil
11797 Truesdale Several investigations, including soil sampling for PCBs have
Street occurred. PCB impacts have been identified on the Truesdale
property, including at the property boundary with the VGS site,
north of the cooling tower project site area. The USEPA has
indicated the potential for PCBs to be present on the VGS site.
San Fernando NPL The project site is in the general area mapped for the San No

Fernando Valley Area 1 Superfund Site; however, the mapped
groundwater contaminant plumes for TCE, PCE, 1,4-dioxane,
and hexavalent chromium do not extend onto or adjacent to
the project site (EPA 2019).

Notes: NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; PCB = polychlorinated
biphenyl; SVOC = semi-volatile organic compound; DTSC = Department of Toxic Substances Control; UST = underground storage tank;
AST = aboveground storage tank; USEPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; VGS = Valley Generating Station; LADWP = Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power; TCE = trichloroethene; PCE = tetrachloroethene.

3.9.6

Site Visit

Christian Hunter of Dudek visited the proposed project site on February 6, 2019. During the site visit, Dudek discuss
theproposed project with facility personnel. Nicole Peacock of Dudek also discussed hazardous materials at the proj
site with facility personnel on October 31, 2019. Based on the discussions and the site walk, the following is underst
about hazardous meaials at the proposed project site:

1 Hazardous building materials at the site include asbestbaséxhgaint, and mercukhazardous materials
survey was not provided to Dudila survey of the project site has not been conducted, it will betedndu
prior to demolition.

1 Lubricating oil was stored in several large tanks in an equipmeriBasech on more recent conversations
with LADWP, the oil may have recently been removed).

1 Small quantities of waste materials were stored in drums anof fozpirets.

1 Fuel oil may be present in piping at the project site.

1 Oil may be present in sumps at the project site.
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a)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazdous materials?

LessThan-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. A variety of hazardous substances and
wastes would be transported to, stored, used, and generated on the project site during demolition of tf
proposed project. These would inclfigds for machinery and vehicles, new and used motor oils, cleaning
solvents, paints, and storage containers and applicators containing such materials.

Additionally, hazardous wastes would be generated during the proposed project, including ashdstos and |
based paint removed from the facility during abatement activities. Potential wastes to be removed during tf
proposed project include potential oils removed from pipelines, sumps, and equipment, potential mercur
removed from equipment, potential cltoalsi removed from storage containers and equipment (mineral olil,
sodium hexametaphosphate, kerosene, hydraulic fluid, and aqua ammonia), poteotitdini@B oils
removed from transformers, and potential TPH, metals, anuip&&ed soils.

If not trarsported, used, or disposed of in a safe manner, hazardous materials used or generated duri
demolition represent a potential threat to the public and the environment. However, these materials would b
transported, used, and disposed of in accordancealividderal, state, and local laws regulating the
management and use of hazardous materials. For example, hazardous materials would not be disposed o
released onto the ground or into the underlying groundwater or any surface water during dethelition of
proposed project, and completely enclosed containment would be provided for all refuse generated on tr
project site. Furthermore, all construction and demolition waste, including trash, litter, garbage, solid wast
petroleum products, and any otheteptially hazardous materials, would be removed and transported to a
permitted waste facility for treatment, storage, or disposal.

However, to ensure that hazardous wastes that may be generated during demolition are appropriate
anticipated and handl&iM-HAZ -1 is provided and would be implemented to ensure potential impacts during
demolition are reduced to less than significant.

MM-HAZ -1 A hazardousvastemanagementlan (HWMP) shall be developed and implemented during
all demolition activities. The HW® shall include a discussion of the anticipated/possible
hazardous wastes that may be generated during the proposed project, the locations of thes
potential wastes, details of special handling, proposed storage locations, containers an
labeling, testinigpr waste characterization, and possible disposal facilities. The HWMP would
also include a hazardous substance management, handling, storage, disposal, and emergel
response plan that establishes procedures for managing any hazardous substante releases
the project siteflhe HWMP shall include the recommendations in the 2019 Asbestos, Lead
& Hazardous Waste Survey Inspection Report (Focus Qopigs of the HWMP shall be
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b)

maintained on site during demolition, excavation, and removal of materitie froject
site. All workers on the project site should be familiar with the HWMP.

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of haaaus materials into the environment?

Less Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated . As discussed under Section 3.8.6(a), a variety

of hazardous substances and wastes would be stored, used, and generated on the project site during demoli
Accidental spills, leaks, fires, explosions, or pressure releases involving hazardaoepraageriapotential

threat to human health and the environment if not properly treated. Accident prevention and containment
would be the responsibility of the demolition contractors, and provisions to properly manage hazardous
substances and wastesygreally included in contract specifications.

Additionally, as noted previously in Section 3.8, there are known and potentially impacted soils at the proje
site.These include known TPRkhpacted soils beneath Tank 3 in the U#ltdroject site area ¢dussed in

Section 3.8.2) and known areas of shallow metals impacts in the former cooling tower area of the project s
(discussed in Section 3.88entially impacted soils may be present in the following areas of the project site:
the northern skimgnd, the rim of the gravel pit, the area along the rail spurila¢eviteparator, oil sumps,

oil and chemical storage tanks, trenches, and transformers. Additionaiiypde@d soils may be present in

other areas of the project site.

Based on thpresence of known and potential impacts at the project site, impacted soils could be encountere
during demolition and excavation activities. The potential discovery of subsurface impacts during demolitio
and excavation could cause a significant impbletNiHAZ -2 would be required to ensure potential impacts

from encountering potentially contaminated soils during demolition are reduced to less than Agnificant.
noted in MMHAZ-2, the hazardous materials contingency plan shall include detailedanformtite

locations of known soil impacts along with discussion of potential impacts at the projeethsizardous
materials contingency plan will also be used to manage previously unidentified suspect soils encountered dul
excavation at the sitddditionally, to reduce impacts to construction workers andsBeplant operators

from encountering potentially contaminated soils, a health and safety plan shall be prepared and implement

MM-HAZ-2 is provided and would be implemented to ensuredipbbempacts during demolition are reduced
to a lesghansignificant level.

MM-HAZ-2 A hazardous materials contingency plan (HMCP) shall be followed during demolition and
excavation activities for the proposed project. The hazardous materials copkimgsimaly
include, at a minimum, the following:

9 Identification of known and suspected areas with hazardous waste and/or hazardous material:
of concernAs such, the plan shall include detailed information on the locations of known soil
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impacts, such asettotal petroleum hydrocarboFRH)-impacted soils beneath Tank 3 and
locations of known metals impacts on the cooling tower portion of the project site.

Procedures for identifying suspect materials
Actions to take if a previously unidentifiederground storage tatlS(T) is encountered

Procedures for temporary cessation of construction activity and evaluation of the level of
environmental concern

Procedures for restricting access to the contacharat except for properly trained personnel

Procedures for notification and reporting, including internal management and local
agencies (e.g., County Fire Department), as needed

Determination of applicability of SCAQMD Rule 1166 aligy OC-contaminated soil
[soil that registers greater than 50 parts per million using an organic vapor analyzer
calibrated using hexane] be excavated)

Health and safety measures for removal and excavation of contaminated soil
Procedures for charaézimng and managing excavated.soils
Procedures for certification of completion of remediation

A projectspecific Health and Safety Plan shall be prepared in accordance with the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration standards and included in@e HM

Site workers shall be familiar with the hazardous materials contingency plan and should
be fully trained on how to identify suspected contaminated soil.

Additionally, because PCBs may be difficult to identify in the field and because the USEP&ndedomm
further sampling for PCB analysis at the VGS site (outside of the gravel pit area), further sampling for PCE
shall be conducted prior to the start of excavatlditHAZ -3 is provided and would be implemented to
ensure potential impacts during exg@avactivities are reduced to a-thagsignificant level.

MM -HAZ -3

Shallow soil samples shall be collecteddirposed excavation areas witllithree project site

areas (Figure 2), including along the northern project site area and aloogdhsptailarea

located within the project site, prior to excavation actiMtesoil samples shall be collected in
accordance with a work plan to be approved by.teEnvironmental Protection Agency
(USEPA. MM-HAZ -3 may be addrestin part or in wble by sampling currently plannethby

Los Angeles Department of Water and P@uwaDWP). If the USEPAapproved work plan
currently planned by LADWP does not address all three areas of the project site, then additiona
sampling shall be conducted in the other area(s) of the project site following the procedures anc
sampling approach of the approved work phacavatedoil shall be managed in accordance

with the Toxic Substances Control Act and/or DTSC requirements.
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In addition, asbestos and lead paint are present within and around the generdiogusn2819)All
asbestasontaining materials would be stored, hanégtsported, and disposed of in accordance with the
provisions established in SCAQMD Rule 1403 (SCAQMD 2007hdseadpaint abatement or removal
would include removal of any lead hazard, which, according to Title 17 of the California Code oERegulation
includes deteriorated |ldaased paint and leadntaminated soil (soil contaminated with lead paint chips). The
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration lead standard for construction activities is
implemented under Title 8 of the @ailifa Code of Regulations. The standard applies to any construction
activity that may release lead dust or fumes, including manual scraping, manual sanding, heat gun applicati
power tool cleaning, rivet busting, abrasive blasting, welding, cuthirody, lourning of leadased coatings.

The 2019 Asbestos, Lead & Hazardous Waste Survey Inspection Report also noted the presence of PCBs
oil at Unit 1 (Focus 2019)his material will be managed in accordance with the HWMMHAIM).
Additionally, mercury is present in various instruments and equipthentpotentiahazardous building
materials in the esite structures (e.efrigeranfswere not explicitly evaluatddM-HAZ -4 is provided and

would require preparation of a hasasd materials building survey to document the presemtbeof
potentially hazardous matersgh asefrigerantswithin the structuse MM-HAZ -4 also contains provisions

for abatemenand handlingf hazardous materials. With completion of the ezhjasbestos and lead paint
abatementndwith implementation dfIM-HAZ -1 andMM-HAZ -4, impacts would be less than significant.

MM -HAZ -4  Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existisijeostructure, a qualified
environmental specialibiadl conduct a survey ffrigerantand other hazardous building
materials (other than asbestead paintmercury,and PCBswhich have already been
identified at the sit¢o document the presence of any potentially hazardous materials within
the structures. Any potentially hazardous materials identified as part of thanduthey
prior surveyshall be handled in accordance with the Hazardous Waste Management Plan
(MM-HAZ-1). Demolition plans and contract specificasbalincorporate any necessary
abatement measures in compliance with the Metallic Discards Act of 1991 (PRC Section 4216
et seq.), particularly Public Resources Code Section 42175, Materials Sgegiging
Handling, for the removal of mercury switches-¢@Baining ballasts, and refrigerants.

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within onguarter mile of an existingor proposed school?

No Impact. The nearest school to the project site is the PUC Triumph Charter High School (Los Angeles
Unified School District), which is approximately 0.5 miles to thesmuitieast. No schools are located within
0.25miles of the poject site (California School Campus Database 2019).
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ad) Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significantridea
the public or the environment?

Less Than-Significant Impact. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental
Protection Agency to compile and update the hazardous waste and substances sites list (Cortese List). 1
Cortese Listvas designed to comply with Government Code Section 65962.5. While the Cortese List is no
longer maintained as a single list, the following databases provide information regarding sites identified
meeting the Cortese List requirements:

1) List of HazardougVaste and Substances sites from DTSC Envirostor database (Health and Safety Code:
25220, 25242, 25356, and 116395)

2) List of Open Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites by County and Fiscal YearSvWwRCQBe
GeoTracker database (Health and Safety Cdele) 252

3) List of solid waste disposal sites identified b$\WRCBwith waste constituents above hazardous waste
levels outside the waste management unit (Water Code Section 13273 subdivision (e) and California Cc
of Regulations Title 14 Section 18051)

4) Listof “active” Cease and Desi st Or d e 8B BRCEWatr C| e a
Code Sections 13301 and 13304)

5) List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 25187.5 of the Health ar
Safety Code, identifiegi BTSC.

A review of the facilities and/or sites identified in these five databases was performed to determine if the
proposed project site is listed on the Cortese List.

Hazardous Waste and Substances Site list

On November 4, 2019, the Hazardous WasteSandb st ances site | i st on DTSC’ s
accessed (DTSC 2019b) . The proposed project site i
Substances site list. Additionally, no adjacent sites were listed in the database.

Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites

On November 4, 2019, tlBWRCB s Geo Tr acker dat abase wa sleadnguSe s s ed
sites located in the vicinity of the proposed project. The proposed project site was not listed in the GeoTracke
database (RWQCB 2019).
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Solid Waste Disposal Sites

On November 4, 201%he list of solid waste disposal sites identifiecBVBRCBwith wasteconstituents above
hazardous waste levels outside the waste management unit werefatmessd®5sites were listed in California;
however, the project site was not listed (CalEPA 2019a).

Active Cease and Desist Orders and/or Cleanup and Abatemedtders

On November 4, 2019, tB&/RCBist of active cease and desist orders and cleanup and abatement orders for Californie
was accessed (CalEPA 2019b). The project site was not listed.

Hazardous Waste Facilities Subject to Corrective Action

TheCalEPA Cortese List was accessed to obtain information on hazardous waste facilities identified in the Health a
Safety Code 25187.5. Facilities identified ureddththn@afetyCode25187 are those that DTSC determined required
immediate corrective acon t o “abate i mminent or substanti al en
(CalEPA 2019c). The project site was not listed.

Based on this review, the proposed project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites canmpiled purst
to Government Code Section 6596208 no impact would occur.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in aasety hazardor
excessive noisdor people residing or working in the project area?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The project site is not located with an airport land use plan area. The project
site is located approximat&l§ miles southeast of Whitendarport, 0.5 miles southeast of the Whiteman
Airport RPZ and Inner Safety Zqoraend approximately 1 mile southeast of the Whiteman Airport Influence
Area. The project site is also located approxima&lyil2s northwest of the Burbank Airpaaind
approximately 2 miles northwest of the Burbank AiRfezt, Inner Safety Zonand Airport Influence Area
(County of Los Angeles 201®dditionally, the stacks associated with Unids ake identified as a

“c heckpoiFRederal Adation Admaista t i o n ‘Sectior{ Aeoralitical Chart for Los Angeles
County (FAA 2019). The chart provides aeronautical information related to visual and radio aids to navigatiol
airports, controlled airspace, restricted areas, obstructions, and reldteesaziarts are used by pilots and

aid in visual navigation. The checkpaimapped on the charitsclude populated places, drainage patterns,
roads, railroads, and other distinctive landmarks.

A Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (FAA Form-136€ust be filed for angonstruction or
alteration thamay affect navigable airspace (any construction or alteration exceeding 200 feet above groun
level) This form can be-ledonF AA’* s Obstructi on Eval uadrtal Betdusei r p o
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"

9)

the stacks associated with Uni4 are approximately 250 feet tall, LADWP woulcedeired tareport
removalof the stacks according to the FA%struction Evaluation/Airport Air Space Analysistal
instructions prior to commencing demolitidpproprate filing of the proposed demolition would ensure
aviation safetyddditionally, for aviation safety, the lights that are currently on each stack would remain
operational until the stacks have been demolished down to below a height of Poérdéme upon
completion of the-&ling process by LADWP, the projeciuld not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise
for people within the project araad impacts would be less than significant

Would the project impair implementation of or physicdy interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact. The Los Angeles Allazard Mitigation Plan and the City of Los Angeles 2018 Local Hazard
Mitigation Plan outline the strategies and goals for mitigation of aatufaumaitaused hazards in the
County.The Los Angeles Fire Department responses to hazardous materials incidents. Facilities that stol
hazardous materials above threshold quantities are required to provide information on the facility and th
hazardousnaterials stored in a Hazardous Materials Business Plan/Emergency Response Plan, submitted
the Certified Unified Program Agenfthe Los Angeles Fire Department) so the Fire Department can
appropriately respond to hazardous materials incitleatsosAngeles County Allazard Mitigation Plan
identifes critical emergency routks.all demolition work for the proposed project would take place on the
LADWP property, no impacts to emergency routes would occur.

Would the project expose people astructures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires?

No Impact. The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury,
or death involving wildlandrds. According to the City General Plan Land Use Map, the project site is
completely developed as a public facility, and no wildlands exist within the project site. Therefore, no impac
would occur as a result of the project.
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3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

Less-Than-
Significant
Less-Than-

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water o > L] L]
quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede ] ] X ]
sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which would:

i) resultin substantial erosion or siltation
on or off site; L] L] = L]

i) substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on or off L] L] > L]
site;

iii) create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage ] X [] []
systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; or

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

]|
1|0
X X
1|0
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a)

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantiallydegrade surface or ground water quality?

Less Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Water quality impacts could occur during
demolitionand excavatioifi activities resulted in spilled or leaked petroleum products and/or entrainment of
sediment, debris, or other constructilated materials into stormwater runéffpotential source of
contamination ikeaked fughatcould be present in stockpiled 8om the excavation die underlying fuel
storage tanks.

LADWP requires its workers and construction contractors to adhere to standard site management practice
and applicable water quality regulations, which collectively would avoid or sulmstaintizky potential

threats to water quality. Demolition would occur within the Valley Generating Station, an industrial, pavec
environment adjacent to an urban streetscape; as such, runoff would flow to storm drains rather than direct
to natural creeloeridors or infiltrating into the groundwater.

To avoid adverse impacts on water quality, LADWP and/or its construction contractor would implement standarc
site management practices (e.g., perimeter controls, storm drain inlet protection, maiatainangl aerly

work area) and would conduct construction activities in accordance with theGtaievedeermit for Discharges

of Stormwater Associated with Construction Acti@tgder No. 2009009DWQ/CAS000002, as amended).
Where applicable, LADW&nd/or its construction contractor would submit all permit registration documents to
the SWRB, including a SWPPHhe SWPPP would include all applicable BMPs necessary to meet discharge
prohibitions, effluent limitations, and other performance stagpecifi®d in the permit. The following list includes
examples of BMPs that would be implemented diginglition activities

1 Stockpile containment and exposed soil stabilization structurdé$stpigerplastic sheeting, fiber
rolls, gravel bags and/foydroseed);

! Storm drain inlets in thdemolitionarea would be surrounded by gravel bags or other suitable
methods of filtration.

1 All potential hazardous wastes would be contained, transported, and disposed of in accordance wit
applicable regulations.

1 Demolitionwork areas would be regularly swept and kept clean, orderly, and free of trash.

1 All authorized nostormwater discharges would be identified in the SWPPP along with BMPs that
would be implemented to eliminate or reduce pollutants, which magy iseuaf settling tanks or
screens to reduce suspended sediment loads.

Once demolished, the worksite would be returned toopstruction condition§.e., void of debris)
However, duringemolition activitieghere is a potential for water quality contaminfibonleaked fuel in
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b)

thestockpiled soil from the excavation of the underlying fuel storagé&tarddsckpiled sdilave a potential
to release contaminants into the adjacent storm drains in tioé $tsrmwater runofPotential water quality
impacts are considered potentially significant but mitigable with incorporfdfibidm-1.

MM-HYD-1 Excavated soil pilshallbe covered with an impermeable plastic shestthgontainment
booms shall bdaced around the soil pile perimet@reduce the potentiar contaminated
runoff and soil erosion, pending eithersité disposal or use as backfilsioe

Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substanyiawith
grounadwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of
the basin?

Less Than-Significant Impact. Four underground fuel oil storageks locatedo the northeastfawithin

VGS Units 1-4 demolition boundarid§&igure 2 would be removeak a result of demolitiactivitiesThe

Project is locateddjacento the Tujunga Wash and the Hansen Spredstiounds, both of whichre
conducive to high infiltration rates for groundwater rexhfsgguch shallow groundwater may be present
within the Project sitdhe Tujunga Wash and the Hansen Spreading Grounds would suggbst|tvat
groundwater levels are higlay be preserdt this locationlf high groundwater is encountered during
excavion, a watertight shoring system and dewatering may be required. Groundwater would be removed fror
the excavations by using sump pumps in the bottom of the excavation. The extracted groundwater would k
pumped into a settling tank, tested, and thendreateny contaminants before being discharged to the storm
drain sggemin accordance with RWQCB permit requirements, or to the sanitary sewer system in accordanc
with Sewer Capacity Availability Request permit requirements. If water were to be thstteestggrm drain

system, LADWP would file a Notice of Intent to comply with the General NPDES Permit for Discharges of
Groundwater from Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters (Order2Rd3(R25,

NPDES No. CAG994004). LADWP would tuired to comply with all applicable permit conditions.
Groundwater removal would be temporary and in negligible quantities with respect to a decrease in availal
groundwater supplies beneath the site. In addition, the project site is currentld pacadaiad areas would

be repaved subsequent to demolition activities. Therefore, the project would not interfere with groundwater
recharge, such that the project would impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin. As a res
impacts are coiered less than significant.
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c)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner whichwould:

Q)

i)

result in substantial erosion or siftation on or off site;

LessThan-Significant Impact. Demolition and excavationf she VGS Units 14 and the
underground fuel tankguld not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the sitd bearea.
project site is currently paved arcavated areasuldbe repaved subsequent to demolition activities.

No increase in stormwater runoff volume or rates would ocdrategmaslition. Stormwater runoff

would continue to be controlled by-site storm drains, which feed intosifé storm drains and the
adjacent Tujunga Wash. As a result, the project would not resudt iofiesite erosion and associated
siltation of @wnstream drainages, including the Tujunga Wash and downstream Los Angeles River
Impacts would be less than significant.

substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on or off site;

Less Than-Significant Impact. As discussed f@ection 3.X0)(), the project site is currently paved
andexcavated areamuldbe repaved subsequent to demolition activities. No increase in stormwater
runoff volume or rates would occur pdsmolition. Stormwater runoff would continue to be controlled
by onsite storm drains, which feed intessfé storm drains and the adjacent TujWegsh. As a result,

the project would not result in-ar off-site flooding. Impacts would less than significant

create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide sulaitial additional sources of polluted runoff; or

Less Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed f@ection 3.10)(),

the project site is currently paved exchvated areasuld be backfilledand gradeavith crushed
concreteNo increase in stormwater runoff volume or rates would occuleposiition. Stormwater
runoff would continue to be controlled bysite storm drains, which feed into%ifé storm drains
and the adjacent Tujunga Wash. As a result, the projgdtnot exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systéfith.respect to polluted rungptiéaked fuel could be present in
stockpiled soil as a result of excavating the underlying fuel storaBetemtial. water quality impacts
are considered potentially significant but mitigable with incorporationteiYRIM.

impede or redirect flood flows?

Less Than-Significant Impact. According taheFederal Emergency Management AJEayA),
the project site is within Zone X, AaMinimal Flood Hazard~EMA 2008).The project would
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not include any nepermanentonstruction that could potentially impede or redirect flood Asws.
such, impactareconsideredkess than significant

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, ovild the project risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The project site is not located withfload hazarar tsunamzone (County

of Los Angeleg014, 2014bFEMA 2008). Additionallgeiches are unlikely to affectghieasthe nearest
body of water iapproximatel§ mile to the norttvest The project ishowever, in a potent@minundation

area (City of Los Angel€89¢. Dam failure potentiad genallylow, and the extent of inundation depends
on the amount of water held at the time of failure. In addition, the project sitenwauremoval of
potentialsources of contaminant¢@S Units 1-4 and underground fuéhnks) and replacing them with
crushed concrete and §itlils As suchonce completethe project is unlikely to release pollutants in the event
of inundation. As a result, the projects impactoasderedess than significant

e) Would the project confiict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustalinable grounadwater management plan?

Less Than-Significant Impact. During projectiemolition the proposed project would comply with regional
and local regulations requiring preparation of BP®Was well as with construction dewatering permit

requirements, if necessary. The proposed project would not obstruct existing water quality control plans c

sustainable groundwater management plans. Thdesfgttegnsignificanimpactswould occur Hated to
conflicts with a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.
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3.11 Land Use and Planning
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding L] L] L] >4
or mitigating an environmental effect?

a) Would the project physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The proposed demolition of VGS Uriitgl and the related systems and equiptheribearing

cooling tower, the skim pond,dae remaining foundations of four cooling towers would be completely
contained within the existingGS property, which is owned by LADWPhe physical division of an
established community typically refers to the construction of a lineardegatareajor highway or railroad

tracks) or removal of a means of acaegsg local road or bridge) that would impair mobility within an
existing community or between a community and outlying area. Under the existing condition, the project sit
is not used asconnection between established communities. Instead, connectivity within the area surroundin
the project site is facilitated via local roadways and pedestrian sidestfadksthe project site is largely
surrounded by industrial, manufacturing artidralated used herefore, theroject would not result in
physical division of any established communities. No impact would occur.

b) Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a confiict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulafon adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact. Theproject would bentirelywithin the existing boundaries of V,@®ich is located within the
Community Plan Area in the City. The project site currently has a land use designation of Public Facilities (Ci
of Los Angeles 2018b) and is zoned Public Fadiitg¢City of Los Angeles 2018&he existing and
proposed se at VG3s consistent with tHeublic Facilitiegoning and land use designatidrigerefore, the

project would not conflict with any applicable les®dplan, policy, or regulatiand no impact would occur.

Reference<Cited
City of Los Angeles. 201&mning Map. Accessed April 201t8p://zimas.lacity.org/

City of Los Angeles. 2018b. Land Use Map. Accessed Apiiiltgixt8planning.lacity.org/MapGallery/Image/
Citywide/GPLanduse.pdf
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3.12 Mineral Resources

Less-Than-
Significant

Potentially Impact with Less-Than-

Significant Mitigation Significant

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the ] [] X []

region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, u L] > L]
or other land use plan?

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value
to the region and the residents of the state?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The Statdlining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (California PRC Section 2710 et
seq.) requires that the California State Geologist implement a mineral land classification system to identify and pro
mineral resources of regional or statewide significance in ereasham expansion or other irreversible land uses
may occur, thereby potentially restricting or preventing future mineral extraction on sA&mandated lie

State Mining and Reclamation Act of 18@§regate mineral resources within theastatassified by the State

Mining andseology Board through application of the Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) system. The MRZ system is
used to map all mineral commodities within identified jurisdictional boundaries, with priority given to areas wher
futuremineral resource extraction may be prevented or restricted by land use compatibility issues, or where mine
resources may be mined during theead period following their classification. The MRZ system classifies lands

that contain mineral depositgl adentifies the presence or absence of substantial sand and gravel deposits anc

crushed rock source areas (i.e., commodities used as, or in the production of, construction matatéls). The
geologist classifies MRZs within a region based on théniplfaators:

MRZ-1:

MRZ-2:

MRZ-3:

Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, ©
where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence.

Areas where adequate information indicatesigindficant mineral deposits are present, or where
it is judged that a high likelihood exists for their presence.

Areas containing mineral deposits for which the significance cannot be determined from available data.
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According to a map obtained thgh the California Department of Conservation and California Geological
Survey, the project site is located within an-RIR@ne, meaning that it is in an area where adequate
information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present (Miller 1994)

As described ithe City’' s Gener al P hatural mheral depasits are hoaranewallee me
resources that cannot be replaced once they are depleted. Primary mineral resources found within the city
rock, gravel and sand deposits, wiiltbw along the Los Angeles River floodplain, coastal plain and other
bodies of water (City of Los Angele8). Exhibit Aof theCityGeneral Plan Conservation Elemeentifies

mineral resourcegthin the CityTheproject &eis located within BIRZ-2, asoutlined in Exhibit ACity of

Los Angeles 20Q1As identified by thetate geologist, MRZ2 sites contain potentially significamteral

deposits, and are found along the floodplain from the San Fernando Valley through the downtown area (Cit
of Los Angeles 2001).

While theMRZ boundary suggests there are significant mineral deposits present, the project would not involve
extraction of mineral resources or result in the loss of availability of a mineral resource of value to the region a
resieénts of the state. The VGS has been in operation since 1951 and would continue to operate as a power pl
despite demolition of Units4 and the four cooling tower foundations. Due to the nature of the project, the impact

to the minerals would be l¢sansignificantand it would not preclude future use of mining in the area.

b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land ysen?

Less Than-Significant Impact. LADWP proposes to demolish Uriitgl and associated structures and systems,
and four concrete foundations of demolished cooling towers within thes\d@Scribed aboveSectior8.12(a),
Exhibit A ofthe City General Plan identifies the project site as\igimga MRZ-2, and therefor@otentially
significant mineral deposits are pre§tyt of Los Angeles 200Hpwever, bcause the project would be located
within the existing VGS sjtihe projectvould not result in thiess of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other lartteosdre project
would result in @$sthansignificantmpacto locallyrinportant mineral resources.

Referenceited

City of Los Angel es. 2 @ity df Los Angetes GererdMBathiougm 5 Adepted nt . 7
September 25, 2001. Accessed April 30, 2€d9//planning.lacity.org/cwd/gnipin/consveitf.

Miller, RV, 1994 “ Desi gnated Areas Urbanized” Digital. Scal
of Mines and Geology.
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3.13 Noise
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise L] L] > L]
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels? L] L] L] >

c) Fora project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use [] [] [] X
airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Noise measurements were conducted atsarisitive lahuses adjacent to the project site in October 31@0mh8racterize

the existing acoustical environmEme. daytime, sheterm (1 hour or less) sound level measurements were takE€oftd a
Piccolosoundlevel meter. This soutelel meter meets the current American National Standards Institute standard for a Type
2 (General Purpossjundlevel meteiThe calibration of the soutelel meter was verified before and after the measurements,
and the measurements were conducted with the microphone positioned approximately 5 feet above the ground.

Four shorterm noise measurement locationsl{ST4) were alectedMeasurement locatio®d1, ST2, ST3 and
ST4represent the nearest negsasitive land us@&deasurement locations are shown in FiguMeise Measurement
LocationsNoise measurement data is included in Appendix E. The primary noise sbertasatbns consisted of

traffic near and faather, secondary noise included distant commuter train noise (at measurement location ST1) an
industrial noiséat measurement location ST shown in Tabl® the measureghuivalentontinuous sound level

(Leg) Noise levels ranged fr@hA-weighted decibels (dBA),BtST3 to 70dBA LeqatST2 and 4.

Table 9. Measured Short-Term Noise Levels

Leq Lmax

Receptor Location/Address Date Time (dBA) (dBA)

ST1 Residences southwest of project October 3, 2019 | 9:37 a.m.—9:53 a.m. 63 80.4
site, 9378 llex Avenue
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Table 9. Measured Short-Term Noise Levels

Leq Lmax
Receptor Location/Address Date Time (dBA) (dBA)
ST2 Motel southwest of project site, October 3, 2019 | 10:00 a.m.-10:15 a.m. 70.2 88.5

9417 San Fernando Road
ST3 Hospital southwest of project site, October 3, 2019 | 10:21 a.m.-10:36 a.m. 61.3 75.5

9449 San Fernando Road
ST4 Residences southwest of project October 3,2019 | 10:47 a.m—11:02 a.m. 70.2 90.5

site, 12112 Truesdale Street

Source: Appendix E.
Notes: Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); dBA = A-weighted decibel; Lmax = maximum sound level during
the measurement interval.

a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the prect in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

On-

Les

Site Noise

s Than-Significant Impact. On-site noiseenerating activities associated with the proposed project

would inaide temporary esite noise from demolition activities. The proposed project would also generate

tem

porary ofkite traffic noise along nearby arterial roadways from trucks and worker vehicles during

demolition. No longerm operational noise would be geteel by the proposed project.

The City regulates noise through several sections of its Municipal Code, as follows:

Acc
in o

1 Section 41.40 (Noise Due to Construction, Excavation-Wehen Prohibited), which establishes
time prohibitions on noise generated bygiraotion activity.

9 Section 112.04 (Powered Equipment Intended for Repetitive Use in Residential Areas and Othe
Machinery, Equipment, and Devices), which prohibits the use of loud machinery and/or equipment
within 500 feet of residences and prohibitserfogen machinery, equipment, or other devices that
would result in an increase of more than 5 decibels (dB) above the ambient noise level at residences

1 Section 112.05 (Maximum Noise Level of Powered Equipment or Powered Hand Tools), which establishe
maxmum noise levels for powered equipment and powered hand tools (i.e., 75 dBA at a distance of 50 fe
for construction, industrial, and agricultural equipment between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.).

ording to Section 41.40, no constructiom(this case, demolition) activities that might create loud noises
r near residential areas or buildings shall be conducted between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

weekdays, before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday and nationadhatidaysime on Sunday.
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Construction Noise.

Noise and vibration levels during project implementation would vary from hour to hour and day to day,
depending on the equipment in use, the operations being performed, and the distance between the source «
receptor. Demolition activities are anticipaideke place over approximately -a8@th period. Phases of

the proposed project would include preparatory work, hazardous waste removal, demolition of structures
excavation and subgrade work, and material hauling.

Equipment that would be in operataring demolition would include excavators, cranes, loaders, aerial lifts,
shears, water trucks, sweepers, and ceaarshténg equipment. The typical maximum noise levels for various
pieces of construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet are ¢hiasEaide @, Construction Equipment
Maximum Noise Levels. The equipment noise levels presented i dibheakimum noise levels. Typically,
construction equipment operates in alternating cycles of full power and low power, producing average nois
lewels less than the maximum noise level. The average sound level of demolition activity also depends on t
amount of time that the equipment operates and the intensity of demolition activities during that time.

Table 10. Construction Equipment Maximum Noise Levels

Equipment Type Equipment Noise Level at 50 Feet (dBA)

Air compressor’ 81
Backhoe' 80
Crane, Derrick’ 88
Crane, Mobile' 83
Dozer! 85
Front End Loader? 80
Generator' 81
Grader! 85
Loader! 85
Mounted Impact Hammer (Hoe Ram)? 90
Pneumatic Tools' 85
Pump! 76
Saw' 76
Shears (on backhoe) 2 85
Shovel' 82
Truck! 88

Sources:

T FTA2018.

2 FHWA 2008.

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel.

JANUARY 2021
LADWP 112






INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
VALLEY GENERATING STATION DEMOLITION PROJECT
(UNITS 1-4 AND ASSOCIATED STRUCTURES)

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

JANUARY 2021
LADWP 114



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
VALLEY GENERATING STATION DEMOLITION PROJECT
(UNITS 1-4 AND ASSOCIATED STRUCTURES)

The maximum noise level$@atfeet for typical construction equipment would range up to 90 dBA for the type

of equipment normally used for this type of demolition project, although the hourly noise levels would vary.
Construction (or demolition) noise in a \defined area typicalattenuates at approximately 6 dBA per
doubling of distancBecause of the size of the project, demoditiivities would take place over a wide range

of distancefom existing noissensitive usés the souttvest For example, demolitionsifuctues near the
souttweselly side of the projeetouldbewithin approximately, 100 feeffrom existingnhoisesensitive uses

but demolition oftructures near the norétseely side of the projeetouldbeapproximatel®,900 feefrom

the samenoisesensitive usedypically, the majority of demolition noise would occur at distances of
approximately 800 feet or more from existing nessmsitive uses.

The Feder al Hi g h wa y’)sRahdwiayn Gosstructiart Noisen Moslel (RENNMYWEHWA
2008) was used to estimate demolition noise levels at the nearsshsitise land uses, which consist of
residencesa hospital and a motelthe southwesbf the project site. Although the model was funded and
promulgated by the FHWA, the RCNM itenfused for nonmoadway projects because the same types of
equipment used for roadway projects are also used for other project types. Input variables for the RCNN
consist of the receiver/land use types, the equipment type and number of each (edgrsiwalgealer, a
tractor), the duty cycle for each piece of equipment (e.g., percentage of hours the equipment typically wor
per day), and the distance from the rs@ssitive receiver. The RCNM has defaultayutg values for the

various pieces ofjeipment, which were derived from an extensive study of typical demolition activity patterns
(FHWA 2008). Those default dagycle values were used for this noise analysis.

Using FHWA’ s RCNM constructi on noi se nmobdr eof and
construction equipment by phase), the estimated noise levels from demolition of the generator units an
ancillary facilities were calculated for the various receptor locations, as presentedirafi@bPsThe

RCNM inputs and outputs are pard in Appendi¥. Additionally, Tablekl and12 present the projected

noise levels during demolition activities for the receivers nearegtrigetttesitga motel and a hospital,
approximately 1,100 féeim the nearest active construction Warid the nextearest receiverggidences,
approximately 1,200 féeim the nearest active construction Wwodspectively
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Table 11. Demolition Noise Modeling and Projected Ambient Plus Demolition Noise Summary - Nearest
Receivers (ST2, ST3)

Receivers ST2 (Motel) and ST3 (Hospital)
Ambient Plus
Demolition Activity Nd Ambient Plus Demoli{ Demolition Noise (df
at Receivers ST2 arf  Demolition Activity Noise(dBA:J) at Leg) at Receivers ST|
ST3 (dBABLT Noise at Receivers § Receivers ST2 and and ST& Typical
Nearest Source and ST3 (dBAGET ST3i Neaest Source SourceReceiver
Receiver Distance| Typical Souré®eceive Receiver Distance Distance
Demolition (Approximately 1,10/ Distance (Approximal (Approximately 1,10 (Approximately 1,8(
Activity feet) 1,800 feet) feet) feet)

Phase 1 55 51 62 62
Phase 2 NA NA NA NA
Phase 3A 61 57 64 63
Phase 3B 56 53 62 62
Phase 3C 59 56 63 62
Phase 4A 61 58 64 63
Phase 4B 56 52 62 62
Phase 4C 59 55 63 62
Phase 4D 56 55 62 62
Phase 4E 60 57 64 63
Phase 4F 59 58 63 63
Phase 4G 54 52 62 62
Phase 4H 58 57 63 63
Phase 4l 56 55 62 62
Phase 4J 54 52 62 62
Phase 5A 56 53 63 62
Phase 5B 56 54 62 62
Phase 5C 58 54 63 62
Phase 6 59 56 63 62

Source: Appendix E.
Notes: NA = not applicable, no major noise-generating equipment used for this phase; dBA = A-weighted decibel; Leq = equivalent continuous
sound level (time-averaged sound level).
No topographical or structural shielding was assumed in the modeling.

1 Demolition nois

e calculated using RCNM.

2 Using the lower of the two ambient noise measurements for ST2 and ST3 (61 dBA Leq), combined (ambient plus demolition) noise levels
for the closest receivers to the southwest during project demolition were calculated with the following formula (Harris 1991):
Total L =10 x log10([10%(ST3 ambient Leq/10)]+[10*(Demolition Leq/10)]).
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Table 12. Demolition Noise Modeling and Projected Ambient Plus Demolition Noise Summary - Next-
Nearest Receivers (ST1, ST4)

Receivers ST1 (Residences) and ST4 (Residences)
Demolition Activity No| Ambient Plus Demoliti{ Ambiat Plus Demolitio
Demolition Activity Nois{ at Receivers ST1 an| Noise(dBA:4). at Noise (dBAJ) at

Receivers ST1 and ST| ST4 (dBAYT Typical| Receivers ST1 and 8T{ Receivers ST1 and 51

(dBA Lgt1 Nearest SourceReceiver Nearest Sourgeceiver| T Typical Souré&eceive

Demolition SourceReceiver Distanc| Distance (Approximat{ Distance (Approximatq Distance (Approximatg

Activity (Approximately 1,200 fe 1,900 feet) 1,200 feet) 1,900 feet)

Phase 1 50 46 63 63
Phase 2 NA NA NA NA
Phase 3A 55 52 64 63
Phase 3B 50 47 63 63
Phase 3C 53 50 63 63
Phase 4A 55 53 64 63
Phase 4B 50 47 63 63
Phase 4C 53 50 63 63
Phase 4D 53 50 63 63
Phase 4E 54 51 64 63
Phase 4F 54 53 64 63
Phase 4G 49 47 63 63
Phase 4H 53 51 63 63
Phase 4l 51 50 63 63
Phase 4J 49 47 63 63
Phase 5A 51 47 63 63
Phase 5B 51 49 63 63
Phase 5C 53 49 63 63
Phase 6 53 51 63 63

Source: Appendix E.

Notes: NA = not applicable; no major noise-generating equipment used for this phase; dBA = A-weighted decibel; Leq =equivalent continuous

sound level (time-averaged sound level).

A 5-decibel (dB) structural shielding was used in the modeling to account for intervening wall at residential boundary.

1 Demolition noise calculated using RCNM.

2 Using the lower of the two ambient noise measurements for ST1 and ST4 (63 dBA Leq), combined (ambient plus demolition) noise levels
for the closest receivers to the southwest during project demolition were calculated with the following formula (Harris 1991):

Total L =10 x log10([10%(ST1 ambient Leq/10)]+[10*(Demolition Leq/10)]).

As presented in Tabl4, the highest noise levelhatnearest noisensitiveeceivers are predicted to occur during
phase8A and4A, when noise levels from the demolition activity would be as 6ilgB#s L., at thehospital
and the motelapproximately 100 feet away. Thewer of the tweexisting ambient noise measuresiarihat
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area waapproximatelgl dBA Lg(at Location S3; as shown in Tal# and the predicted combined (ambient
plus demolition) noise level would BadBA Leq This increase in the noise lal®ve the ambient lewal
approximatel® dBA Leqwould not be readityiscernibleand would nogéxceed the threshold set forth in Section
112.04 of the Municipal Code, which proléitsicreasef 5 dBA or mor@bove ambient levels

As presented in Tabl2, the highest noise leveldha nexinearesteceivers are predicted to occur during
phags 3A and 4A, when noise levels from the demolition activity would be as high as{zh tt@Adarest
residencespproximately 1,200 feet away. The lower of the two existing ambient noise measurements in thg
area was approximately 63 dBA(&at Location ST1, as shown in Ta)leand the predicted combined
(ambient plus demolition) noise level would be 64 dBAHis increase in the noise level of approximately 1
dBA Leqwould not be readityiscernibl@nd would not result in an increase above ambient levels of 5 dBA or
more.Thus, noise impacts from temporarsit@ construction activities would be lessdiggnificant.

Off-Site Traffic Noise

The proposed project would result in temporary increases in traffic from worker vehicles aeldjeejrotks.

The increase in vehicles along local arterials would correspond with an increase in traféid noisiee Baaffic

Impact Analysis prepared for the project (Secfi@n the project would resultas many as 2faily truck trips

(25round trips) and Z&aily onevay worker trips during the peak month of traffic related to the proposed project

as shown in Tabl®. However, as shown the maximum number of trips would occur along Sheldon Street, between
Glenoaks Boulevard and San Fernando Road, aldmghetéare no noisensitive land uses. Similarly, Glenoaks
Boulevard between Branford Street and Tuxford Street does not have adjasensitiveséand uses.

San Fernando Road between Branford Road and Sheldoddogsdeive adjacent ness@sive land uses
(represented by receivers ST1 through 8%4hownin Tablel3, this segment of San Fernando Road is
predicted to have a total of 28 projetated worker trips and 0 projesiated truck trip§&an Fernando Road

in this area presently carries approximately 16,964 vehicles on a daily basis, and in Year 2023 it is projecte
carry approximately 17,303 vehicles dglyause of the relatively small number of vehicles added by the
project duringanstructionan increase of less thar?g),2raffic noise levels would not increase as a result of

the projecf. Similarly, San Fernando Road between Sheldon Street and Lankershim Boulevard is projected
carry approximately 96 worker vehicles daitythbuincrease would representemporaryincrease of
approximately (» and thus would not result in a measurable or perceptible increase in traffic noise.
Therefore, noise impacts from-siffe projectelated vehicles would be less than significant.

17 All other factors being equal, a doubling of the traffic volume (i.e., a 200% increase) would be necessary in order & reSult a r e
perceptible” changé@ansfloo9B. dB in the traffic noi
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Table 13. Construction Related Traffic — Average Daily Trips

Roadway Segment

Existing
ADT

Project
Traffic

Workers

Trucks

Existing +
Project

Year 2023
ADT

Year 2023 +
Project ADT

Glenoaks Boulevard,
between Branford Street
and Sheldon Street

27,433

6

6

0

27,439

27,982

27,988

Glenoaks Boulevard,
between Sheldon Street
and Tuxford Street

24,239

36

30

24,275

24,724

24,760

Sheldon Street, between
Glenoaks Boulevard and
San Fernando Road

20,152

254

224

30

20,406

20,555

20,809

San Fernando Road,
between Branford Street
and Sheldon Street

16,964

28

28

16,992

17,303

17,331

San Fernando Road,
between Sheldon Street
and Lankershim Boulevard

19,622

96

96

19,718

20,014

20,110

Sheldon Street, between
San Fernando Road and
Laurel Canyon Boulevard

20,445

90

90

20,535

20,854

20,944

Notes: ADT = average daily trips.

b)

It is anticipated that demolition activities associated with the proposed project would take place between tt
hours of 700 a.mand 900p.m.on weekdays;@a.m.and 600 p.mon Saturdays, and would not take place

on Sunday or national holidaysthermore, the construction activities would not result in an increase of 5
dBA above ambient noise levels at resideficesefore, the project would not violate Gtgndards for
construction/demolition noisand would not result ila substantial noise increase; noise levels from
construction would be less than signifiddmtnoise mitigation measures are required.

Would the project result in generation of excesa& groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

No Impact. Demolition and clearing activities that might expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration o
groundborne noise have the potential to cause a significant impact. Groundborne fapnaditonimelated to
construction/heavy equipment activities has been collected by the California Department of Transportatior
(Caltrans). Information from Caltrans indicates that transient vibrations (such as from demolition activity) with
peak particleelocity of approximately 0.035 inches per second may be characterized as barely perceptible, a
vibration levels of 0.24 inches per second may be characterized as distinctly perceptible (Caltrans 2013). The he
pieces of construction equipment, siclarge bulldozers or hoe rams, would have peak particle velocities of up to
approximately 0.089 inches per second at a distance of 25 feet, and a clam shovel drop would have peak pat
velocities of up to approximately 0.202 inches per secorstatcedif 25 feet (FT2918.
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Groundborne vibration is typically attenuated over relatively short distances. At the nearest existing residenti
use distance to the nearest construction area (approxinif@set) and with the anticipated construction
equipment, the peak partigkdocity would be approximately 020@@hes per second. This vibration level
would be well bel ow the threshold of “barely per

Therefore, the major concern with construction (or demolition) vibrationtad telebuilding damage.
Demolition vibration as a result of the proposed project would not result in structural building damage, whict
typically occurs at vibration levels of 0.5 inches per second or greater for buildings ofceimfoete dsteel,

or timber construction. There would be no impacts related to groundborne vibration.

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an afrport land use plan or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airpodr public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive nofse levels?

No Impact. There are no private airstrips within the vicinity of the project site (Airnav 2019). Therefore, the
proposed project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels frc
a private airstrip. Additionally, althotighproject site is located approximatdimiles soutrast of Whiteman

Airport, and approximate®8milesnorthwest of Hollywood Burbanlirport, the project site is locateell

outside of thairport influence areas and @edBA noise contour irapt zones of tise airportg_os Angeles

County Airport Land Use Commiss204. Furthermore, the proposed project is within the boundaries of an
existing power generation plant and would not provide any new facilities such that people residiggnor workin
the project area would be exposed to increased noise levels from aircraft. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Reference<Cited
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3.14 Population and Housing
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth
in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or [] [] [] X
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people
or housing, necessitating the construction of [] [] ] X
replacement housing elsewhere?

b)

Would the project induce substantiatinplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

No Impact. The project wouldhot includenew homes or businessadditionally, he project would not
increase the power generating capacit$ 8ttilerefore, the project would not indirectly induce population
growth in the igea. It is anticipated ththe number of daily esite personnel would range from a low of 15 to

a high ofl12 peaking at or above 100 during numerous months of the. fisojeatthe temporary nature of
construction industry jobs, the relatively lagjemal construction industry, and the relatively nominal number

of construction workers needed, it is likely that the labor force from within the region would be sufficient
without a substantial influx of new workers and their families. Accordinglyctonsmployment generated

by the project would naffectpopulation growth in the regigks such, a impact would occur.

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existingeople or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement hosing elsewhere?

No Impact. The proposed project is locatatly within the Valley Generating Station, whiclowsied by
LADWP and would not displace any existing housing. No impact would occur.
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3.15

Public Services

Less-Than-
Potentially Significant Impact Less-Than-
Significant with Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection? [] L] L] X
Police protection? L] [] [] X
Schools? [] [] L] X
Parks? [] [] L] X

L] L] L] X

Other public facilities?

a)

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other pemfoance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire Protection

No Impact. VGS is served by the City of Los AngelesB@partment. Thgroject would remove Units 1

4 and associated structures and sydtegrisearing cooling tower foundation, skim pand,four concrete
foundations of demolished cooling towers within the VGS proNertyew structures are proposede
constructeas part of the project, nor would the project increase the number of LADWP personnel staffed on
site. At least one prefabricated trailer would be addedUnits 5, 6, and 7 to house existing LADWP
employees, as the location would be more centralld limctite site than the existing administration building.
However, it is unlikely that the addition of the trailer(s) would result in increased demands for service such th
new or physically altered governmental facilities would be refo@edore,no new or expanded fire
protection services would be requasé result of the projeahdno impact would occur.

Police Protection

No Impact. VGS is served by the City of Los Angeles Police Department and LADWR jseaamnnel.

The project woulddemaoition of structures within the VGS property boundaries, and no new or expanded
structures or facilities are propofmdconstruction as part of the proje&t least one prefabricated trailer
would be adeld neatJnits 5, 6, and 7 to house existing LADWpleyees, as the location would be more
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centrally located to the site than the existing administration building. However, it is unlikely that the additior
of the trailer(s) would result in increased demands for service such that new or physicalixaireerda

facilities would be requirdelurther, the project would not result in an increase in the number of LADWP
personnel on site. Therefore, new or expamalaxt protection services wontit be required at the sitand

no impact would occur.

Sclools

No Impact. Theprojectinvolves demolition and removal of structwiéisin the VGS property boundaries.

It is expected thd00 or moreonstruction workers who may work on the site during the peak of construction
would come from theegional laborgol and would not need to reloctdethe areaThe project would not

involve employment of a new permanent workforce that would necessitate the expansion of school services
serve new residents. Therefore, no impact to schools would occur.

Parks

No Impact. The project wouldinvolve demolitiorand removal ofstructures within the VGS property
boundaries. It is expected that® or moreonstruction workers who may work on the site during the peak

of construction would come from thegional lafr pooland would not need to reloc#ethe areaThe

project would not involve employment of a new permanent workforce that would necessitate the expansion ¢
parks or development of new parks to serve new residents. Therefore, no impacts to packsmwould

Other Public Facilities

No Impact. The project wouldinvolve demolitiorand removal ofstructures within the VGS property
boundaries. It is expected that1i® or moreonstruction workers who may work on the site during the peak

of constructionwould come from thesgional labor poand would not need to relocéethe areaThe

project would not involve employment of a new permanent workforce that would necessitate the expansion c
other public facilities to serve new residents. Therefanepact to other public facilities would occur.
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3.16 Recreation
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial [] [] [] R
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an o L] L] =
adverse physical effect on the environment?

b)

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accedted?

No Impact. Theproject would involve the demolitionuiits 24 and associated structures and systems,
bearing cooling tower foundation, skim pa@mt] four concrete foundations of demolished cooling towers
within the VGS property boundaridds anticipated thabnostruction workers would come from the region
and would not need to relocatethe areaTherefore, the project would not increase the use of existing
neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational fasiitieghat subsiial physical deterioration of
facilities would occufherefore, the project would result mmimpacto existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the consittion or expansion of recreational
facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No Impact. Theproject would involve the demolitionliits 24 and associated structures and sygtens,
bearing cooling tower foundation, skim p@mt] four concrete foundations of demolished cooling towers
within the VGS property boundari#svould not include recreational facilities or require the constrctio
expansion of recreational facilities. No impact would. occur
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3.17 Transportation
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or
policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and L] L] = o
pedestrian facilities?
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? L] L] = u
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?
d) Resultin inadequate emergency access?

This section analyzes the potential construatiated (temporarinpactsof the project based @EQA
Guidelines Secatn 15064.3(hwhichfocuses on newly adopted criteria (vehicle miles traveled or VMT)
pursuant to SB 743 for determining the significance of transportation impacts. Pursuant to SB 743, the
focus of transportation analysis changed keoel of service (L®) orvehicle delay to VMT. The related
updates to the CEQA Guidelines required under SB 743 were approved on December 28, 2018. As state
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(c), the provisions of Section 15064.3 shall apply prospectively, an
a lead agenayay elect to be governed by the provss@nSection 15064.3 immediatdijie VMT
approactwasrequired to be implemented statewide by July 1, 2020.

The project site and the surrounding roadway network are locate@ity ¢fid.os AngelesThe Cityhas
adoptedthe new transportation criteria and thresholds, to include VMT analysis requirements per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) in their respective transportation analysis guidelines. Additionally, guidan
provided in the Californi®@ o v e r @ffice ofsPlanningand Research (OPR) Technical Advisory
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR 2018) was also utilized to dedepminej e ct '
transportationimpach proj ect’'s VMT analysis follows the pr
an dficiency metric, identifying the significance threshottl determining requirements for modeling and
assessment. It should be noted that OPR and the City of Los Angeles do not require a quantitative assessm
of VMT generated by construction traffid drave not adopted a significance threshold for construction
projectsTher ef ore, this section includes a qualitat:i
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Screening Criteria for TransportatiorAssessment

Per City ofLos AngeleJransportation Analysis GaelthesJuly 2019aTransportation Assessmeviiuld

generally be required for adgvelopmenproject that iestimatedo generate met increasef 250 daily
permanenttrips (LADOT 2019) As such the proposed project would primarily generate temporary
construction traffic and nominal operational traffic, hence would not warrant a Transportation Assessment pe
LADOT requirements.

Nonetheless, @onstruction Traffi@é\nalysis of the roadway network identified in the project area conducted
by Dudekis inclded inAppendix F for informational purposes

Existing Conditions

Characteristics of the existing street system in the study area are showld.irigialies, Project Site Location

and Study Areashows the study intersection assessed in the Construction Traffic Analysis (Appendix F).
Additionally, Figure 6, Existing Traffic Control and Geometnidg-igure 7, Existing Traffic Volumes, depict
additional existing conditions in the study area.

Table 14. Study Area Existing Street System Summary

Street Posted Speed | No. of Travel Existing
Roadway Classification | Limit (mph) Lanes Parking Sidewalks | Bicycle Lanes

Glenoaks Boulevard || 50 4 lanes with Some Yes Yes
Boulevard center turn sections/Time

lane restrictions
San Fernando Avenue | 35 4 lanes Some Yes (along No
Road sections eastern side

of the street)

Sheldon Street Avenue Il 40 4 lanes with Some Yes No

center turn sections

lane

Source: LADCP 2017.

Transit Network
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LA Metro) provides transit service in the area.

LA Metro Routes 794 and 94 operate along San Fernando Road and connect Downtown LA with Sylmar Static
and Downtown LA with Sun Valley, respebtivihe service is available approximately every 20 minutes on both
routes. The Route 94 operates on all weekdays and weekends and Route 794 operates onlRonte@@ddays.
operates along San Fernando Road and connects Studio City Station iittv®isdical Center in Sylmar. The
service is available approximately every 25 minutes. The Route 224 operates on all weekdays and weekends.
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a)

LA Metro Route 166/364 operates along Glenoaks Boulevard and connects Chatsworth Station with Sul
Valley. The seice is available approximately at an interval2 hiinutes. The Route 166/364 operates on
all weekdays while Route 166 operates on weekends and holidays.

The nearest bus stop to the proposed pragelocatedat the southwest corner of the San Fernando
Road/Sheldon Street intersection.

Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

LessThan-Significant Impact. The following section providesassessmeat construction related project
traffic and iteffecton the circulation system.

Trip Generation

The I nstitute of Trip&aensrgimanua@dTE 201 Hidods nog antaire teprrates for

the construction el at ed activities; therefore, project’ s
Appendi x F, was utilized to estimate the propos
estimated avemguumber of workers, vendand haul truck trips across the various phases and months of
the proposed project, the Peak Construction Year period was identified. During this Peak Construction Yee
period (demolition activities), the maximum number ofafadige workers would be 112 workers and the
maximum number of trucks would be 1 vendor truck and 14 haul trucks.

Based on the construction hour, most workers would likely arrive at the construction site before 6:00 a.m. ar
leave after 3:00 p.m. Therefapproximately 90% of the workers were assumed to arrive before the AM peak
hour, and a same percentage was assumed to depart during the peak hours. Fhitedailgloffips would
generally be distributed throughout the work day. Based ondbegatiags, Tabllbpr ovi des pr o) €
generation for the Peak Construction Year gmakEigure 8, Peak Construction Year Traffic Vo)gsimess

these trips at the study area intersections

Table 15. Peak Construction Trip Generation

Daily Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Vehicle Type Quantity Trips In | Out | Total| In | Out | Total
Trip Generation

Workers' 112 workers 224 11 0 1 0 101 101
Vendor Trucks? 1 truck 2 1 0 1 0 1 1
Haul Trucks? 14 trucks 28 2 2 4 2 2 4

Total 254 14 2 16 2 104 106

Trip GeneratioiithPCE

Workers (1.0 PCE) 112 workers 224 1 0 1" 0 101 101
Vendor Trucks (2.0 PCE) 1 truck 4 2 0 2 0 2 2
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Table 15. Peak Construction Trip Generation

Daily Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Vehicle Type Quantity Trips In Out Total In Out | Total
Haul Trucks (3.0 PCE) 14 trucks 84 6 6 12 6 6 12
Total (with PCE) | 312 19 6 25 6 109 115

Note PCE = passenger car equivalent.
Workers are assumed to utilize passenger cars and no carpooling is assumed. Based on working hours 6:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.,
approximately 10% of the workers are assumed to arrive during the AM and 90% depart during the PM peak hour.

2 Vendor trucks are assumed to be distributed evenly across the 8-hour work shift to estimate AM and PM peak hour trips.

3 Haul
work

truck trips are distributed evenly over the duration of construction phase to estimate daily haul truck trips and across the 8-hour
shift to estimate AM and PM peak hour trips.

As shown in Tabl&b, the project would generate approximately 254 daily trips, 16 AM peak hour trips (2
inbound and 14 outbound), and 106 PM peak hour trips (2 inbound and 104 outbound). Wittatf@appli

of a passengearequivalent factor to truck trips, the proposed project would generate approximately 312
passengeararequivalent daily trips, 25 passengeequivalent AM peak hour trips (thound and 6
outbound), and 1lmssengeararequivéentPM peak hour trips (6 inbound and 109 outbound).

Trip Distribution and Assignment

Temporary staging and laydown areas for construction materials and equipment, as well as parking for construc
workers would be accommodated within the project\&itlker and employee vehicle parking would also be
accommaodated within the project site for most of the construction duration. Construction traffic was distributed to
the study area intersections and roadway segments based on logical commute rogtess émdvibeknearest
freeway access with truck routes for constrretiated trucks. Construction related trips were assigned to the study
area intersections by applying the project trip generation estimates to the trip distribution percentaghs at each s
area intersection and roadway segments.

Worker traffic is anticipated to access the project site via Old San Fernando Road and Sheldon Street (f
access). The truck traffic would not be routed to the project site via the San Fernando Road/Sheldon Stre:
intersection. This intersection doesatiotv adequate storage length that would be needed for trucks to make
an eastbound left turn at the rail road crossing of San Fernando Road/Sheldon Street in order to turn onto Ol
San Fernando Road. Therefore, the trucks would be routed to accesgdhsifgravia the Glenoaks
Boulevard/Sheldon Street intersection. All truck traffic will likely enter the study are@a &mnuse the
interchanges at Tuxford Street and Sunland Boulevard. A number of landfill and recycling sites are locats
within 2 miles of the project site. Therefore, the trucks from the project site would be hauling material to those
sites.The project trip distribution and assignment for workers is shown ing-Broject Trip Distribution

and Assignmefworkerswhile the projdadrip distribution and assignment for trucks is shown in Hifure

Project Trip Distribution and Assignméiticks Figurell, Total Project Trip Assignmeshows the total

project trip assignments, at the study area intersections.
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b)

Existing plus project traffic and peakstruction year plus project traffic volumes are shown in Figures 12 and 13
respectivelylhe proposed project woulgknerate temporary construction trips and not add permanentttigps to
roadway facilitiés its vicinityor conflict with any tranglicycle and pedestrian facilitygefore, thggroposed project

would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, a
impacts would Hess than significant

Would the project confiictor be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

LessThanSignificant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b), focuses on newly adopted
criteria (vehicle miles traveled) for determining the significancepoftation impacts. It is further divided into

four subdivisions: (1) land use projects, (2) transportation projects, (3) qualitative analysis, and (4) methodology.
proposed project involves demolition of existing structures that would generateytemysiractiomelated

traffic, and therefore would be categorized under subdivision (b)(3), qualitative analysis. Subdivision (b)(3) recogn
that lead agencies may not be able to quantitatively estimate vehicle miles traveled for everyrptiogese type.
circumstances, this subdivision encourages lead agencies to evaluate factors such as the availability of tre
proximity to other destinations, and other factors that may affect the amount of driving required by the project.

The updated CEQA Guitines do not establish a significance thresloagverthe City of Los Angeléss
recommended a threshold of significance for land use development (residential, office, and other land use
and transportation projects. It should be noted that there is no significance threshold for construction or
maintenance projects.

Usingapproximag trip lengths for worker commudeliveryand haul tripsMT for the overall projebias
beenestimated using default values fordiggon from CalEEMqdvhich wasusedo e st i mat e t he
air quality and GHG emissions. Construatidated trip are temporary and would not generate permanent
trips. Therefore, the VMT from constructismot required to be quantified. Further, the project construction
would beconsistent with construction activities in ternthetemporary nature of activiti¢ésp generation
characteristics, and the types of vehicles and equipment ré&yeinethoughsome of the workers could
carpoolto the sitemanaging workandtrucktrip lengths fothe construction projedtsnot feasible because

of the remotdocaton and duration of individual activiti@kernative modes of transportationand from

the project site are also generally not avddatmastructiorworkers.
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Vehicletrip generation (for workers and trucks) as a respibjetct constructioas been summarized in
Tablel5. Per OPR, heavy vehicle traffic is not required to be includddén est i mati on of
As noted above, worker and trudips would generate/MT, but once constructioiis completedthe
constructiorrelated traffic would ceaaadVMT would return to pr@rojectconditionsMeasures to reduce

the VMT generated lopnstructiorworkers and trucks are limitadd there are no ttegolds or significance
criteria fotemporaryconstructiorrelatedVMT. Additionallyconstructiorrelated VMTwould beemporary

and short termFurther, it should be noted that OPR and the City of los Angeles do not require gquantitative
assessment oftgorary construction traffic. As mentioned previously, because the project would not generate
any new permanent maintenance titygsproposed project would havkesghansignificant VMT impact.

0Oy

Therefore, theproposed projectvould notconflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3(hand impacts would bess than significant.

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incomgtible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

LessThan-Sgnificant Impact. The proposed project would not include any new roadway design features,
nor would it alter any existing geometric design features. Access for construction related traffic (workers ar
trucks) to the project site would be via the existing driveway along Old San Fernando Road and most of th
construction activities would occur on the project site itself. Old San Fernando Road access to the site wou
operate as a full access driveway. Duoingfraction, if needed, temporary staging and laydown areas for
construction materials and equipment would be accommodated within the project site. Worker vehicle parkin
would also be accommodated within the project site. The volume of truck traffihduPeak Construction

Year phase is estimated to be low (15 trucks per day) and would not be a potential safety hazard to construct
workers and/or the public. Also, the truck traffic would not be routed to the project site via the San Fernando
Road/Skeldon Street intersection. This intersection does not allow adequate storage length that would b
needed for trucks to make an eastbound left turnrailtbadcrossing of San Fernando Road/Sheldon Street

in order to turn onto Old San Fernando Road.tftreks would be routed to access the project site via the
Glenoaks Boulevard/Sheldon Street intersed&itditionallyto avoid operational deficiencies and vehicular
gueuing at the deficient intersections identifidrmfFernando Road/Sheldon Staedt-5 northbound on
rampRincon Avenue/Sheldon Stredtiring the PM peak hour of the peak construction phase, some of the
outbound worker traffic would use an alternate project access driveMayn(iGate) along Sheldon Street.

As such, motoriststiicks entering and exiting the project site would be able to do so comfortably and safely, from
the Old San Fernando Radwting all nompeak construction phas@&kerefore, project would not substantially
increase hazards due to a roadway design fMétiuthe implementation 8 DF-TRAF-1 Use of Alternate

Project Access t he pr o pmpatevduld pesethae significant |
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d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

LessThan-Sgnificant Impact. The project site is located in an established, developed area with ample access
for emergency service providers. The LOS for all the study area intersections analyzed in the traffic analysis
summarized under Threshold (a). The analysis shows phajetttenvouldontribute to operational deficiency

at the 15 northbound on ramRincon Avenue/Sheldon Street and San Fernando Road/Sheldon Street
intersections. Thisffed would be mitigated with the implementatio?DF-TRAF-1L Use of Alternate
ProjectAccess As previously discussed, all construction related traffic would access the project site via existin
driveway along Old San Fernando Raad most of the construction activities would occur on project site.
Therefore, the project would not halve potential to result in temporary lane closures on any roauivay
two-way traffic would be maintained along all roadways around the site throughout construction. As such
construction impacts to emergency access wolglssltban significant

PDF-TRAF-1

The followingmeasurés recommendetb address the (temporaimgffic effects of the proposed projatthestudy

areantersectios

PDF-TRAF-1 Use of Alternate Project Access-or the duration of peak construction pHasgicipated

Reference<Cited

to occur during the overlap of construction phases with demolition of Units 3 thed 4)
project Construction Manager/Contractor shall allow the constrreltabed worker traffic
to use an alternate efitain Gatejrom the site locatedomgSheldorStreet, during the PM
peak hourThe Contractorshallinstall a sign prohibiting right terout of the Main Gate
along Sheldon Street to ensure that the outbound teaiffc left andravels east along
Sheldon Street during the PM peak {81d0p.m-6:00 pm.). With fewerworkers being
allowed to utilize an alternate exit during the PM peak hopipplosed project would not
contribute toor cause a hazardous conditanthe San Fernando Road/Sheldon Street
intersection and operatiownl@ficiencies at tHaterstate (Ib northbound ofmamp-Rincon
Avenue/Sheldon Streét5 northbound offamp-Jerome Street/Laurel Canyon Boulevard
andl-5 southbound ramps/Laurel Canyon Boulewdedsections.

ITE (Institute of Engineers). 20T%ip Generation ManL@th Edition, September 2017.

LADCP (Los Angeles Department of City Plannig@)9Los Angeles City Planning Webégitzessed November
2019 https://planning.lacity.org/

LADOT (Los Angeles Degptment of Transportation). 20I8ansportatinpact Study GuideDseember 2016
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LADOT (Los Angeles Department of Transportation)9.Z0Ansportatidasessmentidelinekuly 2019

OPR (Governor’' s Office ®echnifal Aa\nsagn Ev@luating dranBpersatoa Imgabty .
in CEQA.
3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources
Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code

section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

)

Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, orin a
local register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

[l

[l

]

X

A resource determined by the lead agency,
in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the
lead agency shall consider the significance
of the resource to a California Native

American tribe.

a)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, pladajral landscape that

s geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is.

/) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Registerof Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?

No Impact. As previously discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resau@agornia Historical
Resources Information Systemecods search was conducted for the prgji#getNo previously
recorded tribal cultural resources (TCRs) listed @atliernia Register of Historical Resouoces
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local register were identified within the project site. Further, no TCRs halentiéed by California
Native American tribes as part of the City’s
3.18(a)(ii) below for a description of this process). Therefore, the project would not adversely affec
TCRs that are listed diggble for listing in the state or local register. Impacts are considered less than
significantand ro mitigation is required.

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuat to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources

Code Section 5024.17 (In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource

Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.)

Less Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. On February 13, 2019, a search

of the SLF from the NAHC was requested. A response letter was received via email fror@the NAH
on February 20, 2019, stating that thdtsestithe SLF search failed to indicate the presence of
Native American cultural resources in the immediate project site; though they stated that negative
results do not preclude the presenddaisive Americamultural resources within the project site.

The NAHC also provided a list of nine Native American groups and individuats whditionally

or culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project, and mdyrdekeowledge of

Native Americacultural resources in the project €ecuments related to the NAHC SLF search

are included in Appendix C.

The project is subject to compliance with AB 52 (PRC, Section 21074). AB 52 requires consideratiol
of impacts tarCRsas part of the CEQA procemsd requiresADWP, as the lead agency, to notify

any groups that are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project and whc
have requested notificatiohthe projectAs a part of the governmentgovernment consultation

efforts pursuant toAB 52,LADWP notified Native American representatiftbat have requested
notification)who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area of thempribjegt

the tribes to consult on the project. Ity 2 2019, LADWP sent notification lettexgacertified mail

and follow up emait® all nine NAHC-listed California Native Americanbal representatives,
including the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indikink Nation, Gabriefe Tongva San Gabriel Band

of Misson Indians, Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council, Gabrielino/Tongva
Nation, Gabrielindongva Tribe, San Fernando Band of Mission IndianBeamahdefid ataviam

Band of Mission Indians. To ddtegeresponsehavebeenreceivedone from Gabrieleno Band of
Mission Indian&Kizh Nation, and two separate contdidsn the Fernandefid atavium Band of

Mission Indian§FTBMI) as a result df A D WFAB 52 notification effort#fter several follow up
attempts to coordinate caitsition, no consultation occur with the Administer of Gabrieleno due to
their lack of response on availability for consult®ewerly Salazar, of FTBI, called LADWP to
discuss the project, offering monitoring services and stated that the prgjantthigegieneral areas
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of their tribal dwelling, however, she did not indicate any particular concerns with the project, and did
not desire any further formal consultatiairo Avila, ofte FTBMIdid request formal consultation

and LADWP Environmentak&ject Manager consulted with Mr. Avila on 7/17/2018ddition, in

a follow up email, Mr. Avitdated that the project is located in a sensitive area within the traditional
Tatavium ancestral territory, though the FTBMI did not provide any spemwifiatitn pertaining

to the identification of any TCRs within the project site. However, FTBMI indicates that there is a
potential to encounter TCRs as a result of project demolition activities. As part of the AB 52
consultation, the FTBMI recommended maitan that would reduce potential impacts to
unanticipated TGRThe MMTCR 1 to 3 below provides the mitigation language that is similar in
essence to the language proposed by Mr. Allileecords of correspondence related to AB 52
notification and sukguent consultation information are on file with LADWP.

Theproject sitdhas been extensively disturbed as a result of the development and maintenance of the
Valley Generating Statji@md any surficial and/or subsurface evident€l$ that may be presen

within the site have likely been disturbed or destidgedtheless, it is possible that int&ks are

present at subsurface depths that were not earlier impacted by the caitetegrlopment. For

this reason, the project site should be tremdepotentially sensitive f6CRs MM-CUL-1 is
recommended to reduce potential impacts to unanticipated archaeological rdditimeslly
MM-TCR-1, MM-TCR2 and MMTCR-3 would reduce poteatiimpacts to unanticipat€@Rsto

below a level of significan@éith the incorporation dhese mitigation measyriespacts associated

with TCRs and human remain$ Native American origimjould be less than significant.

MM-TCR-1  While notribal culturalresources (TCRs) have batniified that may be affected
by theproject, the following approach for the inadvertent discovery of TCRs has been
prepared to ensure there are no impacts to unanticipated resources. Should a potentia
TCR be encountered during construction activiliegrk in the immediate vicinity
of the find (within a 6fbot buffer) shall cease, fkadagency shall be notified, and
a qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall assess the find
Thelead gency will notify Native Americeiibes consulting undéssembly Bill
(AB) 52, that have requested to be notified, if any such find occurs. The archaeologist
shall complete all relevant California State Department of Parks and Recreation 523
Series forms to document the find and suthisitdocumentation to the applicant,
leadagency, and theibes consulting under AB 52.

MM-TCR-2 Theleadagency shall, in good faith, consult withiribes consulting undassembly
Bill (AB) 52 on the disposition and treatment oftebgl culturalesourcesIlCR9
encountered during tipeoject grading.
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MM-TCR-3 If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any activities associated
with theproject, work in the immediate vicinity (within afb@0buffer of the find)

shall cease, tHeadagency notified and theounty coroner shall be contacted
immediately. If the human remains are, or believed to be, Native American in origin
by the county coroner, he or she shall notify tative American Heritage
CommissionNAHC) in Sacramento within 24 hours. In accordaitbeGalifornia

Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, the NAHC must immediately notify those
persons it believes to be the most likely descéMled} from the deceased Native
American. The MLD shall complete his/her inspection within 48 hours of being
granted access to the site. The designated MLD would then determine, in consultation

with the property owner, the disposition of the human remains.

3.19 Utilities and Service Systems

Less-Than-
Significant
Less-Than-

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction
or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

[l

[l

X

[l

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry, and multiple
dry years?

c) Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider, which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?
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Less-Than-
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
e) Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and [] [] [] X
regulations related to solid waste?

b)

Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Less T han-Significant Impact. Theproject would involve demolition@hits 24 and assaied structures
and system#he bearing cooling tower foundatigkim pond, anébur concrete foundations of demolished
cooling towers within the VGS property boundafiée project does not involve the development of
additionapermanenfacilities on site.ius the project would not result iniacrease iwastewadr treatment,
stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilitidzuddgragtormwater
drairs anda ca&chment devicarelocatedalong the boundaries pfoperties adjacent tbe VGS site. One
catchment device lscatedsouttwestof the projectsitealong aneighborindight industriaproperty on San
Fernando Streetne storm drain is located the corner of the same adjacent propertytwamaddditional
storm drains aren the corneof San Fernando and Shel®ireetAfter the extraction of substructurése
project site would Heackfilled with crushed concréftberefore theproject would not influence a change in
water volume or flowAs such, lte project would not result in the relocation or constnuofimew or
expanded facilitieEhus, impacts would be less than significant.

Would the project have sufficient water supplies availlable to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The project would involve the demolitiand removal of structuregthin

the VGS property boundariédthough water would be used to suppress dust in compliance with SCAQMD
Ruke 403, the project would not requéaiee amounts of watkr dust suppressiopurposesThe project

does not involve the construction of additigmamanentacilities or uses on the project. siteleast one
prefabricated trailer would be added to the site to house existing LADWResnghal would not result in

an increase in the number of employees on site. Thahef@adition of the trailer(s) is not expected to result

in a substantial increase in water use on site since existing employees who would otherwise occupy the exis
administrative building would occupy the trailetis)s, The projeatould not result in substantiahcrease

in water demand\s suchthere would be no impact to water supply for future development during normal,
dry, and multiple dry yeaftierefae, no impact would occur.
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c)

d)

Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may
serve the project that [t has adequate capacity
t he pr ovinglcemnitsienisX i st

No Impact. The project would involve demoliticand removal of structuregthin the VGS property
boundariesThe project does not involve the development of addpiermabnentacilities on sitét least

one prefabricated trailer would be added to the site to house existing LADWP employees and would not rest
in an increase in the number of employees on site. Therefore, the addition of the trailer(s) is not expected
result in a substantial iease in wastewapoducedn site since existing employees who would otherwise
occupy the existing administrative building would occupy the trditergs)there would be rsubstantial

increase in wastewatieratmentemand as r@sult of the projeécAs suchtheprojectwouldresult in a less

than significaritnpact to the wastewater treatment system.

Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwisempair the attainment of solid waste reduction goa®

Less Than-Significant Impact. The project would involve demoliti@md removal of structuresthin the

VGS property boundarieBemolition of the units would generate various types of waste: steel, concrete,
hazardous waste, and general waste. Construction debris would be recycled or transported to a landfill a
di sposed of appropriately. | n ctiencanactor avould ensweithiath A |
source reduction techniques and recycling measures are incorporated into project cdnsDu¢Eon.
estimates that the project would gen&&t&52 cubic yard$ construction wastver theapproximatel@l-
monthproject timeline

Hazardous waste would be transported by a licensed hazardous waste transporter to a permitted hazard
waste disposal facility. There are currently two Class | (hazardous waste) landfills located in California, a
hazardous wastes can disaransported to permitted facilities outside California. Steel that can be reused
would be sold on the open market.

Several landfills throughout the County could serverdfect, as listed in Tallé The total permitted
throughput for all landfills 87,07%ubic yardper day, and apprioxately 80million cubic yardsf capacity
remain (County of Los Angeles 20Based on the estimateohstructionsvaste to be generated during the
approximatelyl3monthproject,83,552 cubic yardspresents approximatél9§4% of the remaining capacity
of existing Los Angeles County landfills
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Table 16. Existing Landfills

Estimated Maximum Permitted Daily Current Remaining
Landfill Location Closing Year | Load (cubic yards per day) | Capacity (cubic yards)

Antelope Valley Palmdale 2039 4,800 16,477,719
Landfills I and Il
Calabasas Landfill | Unincorporated Area 2029 7,795 12,479,558
Chiquita Canyon Unincorporated Area 2047 6,730 60,122,338
Landfill
Lancaster Landfill Unincorporated Area 2041 4,000 13,696,358
Sunshine Canyon | Los Angeles/ 2037 13,750 77,314,124
Landfill Unincorporated Area

Total 37,075 180,090,097

Source: County of Los Angeles 2017.

Hazardous waste removal at each unit would primarily involve asbestos and lead Bhepeajecitwould
involve removal d3,84 cubic yardsf hazardous waste material from the Hitere are currently two Class
| (hazardous waste) landfitlsated in California, as listed’ablel7. The current remaining capaddythe
California Class landfills is 17,468,595 cubic ydfiaslRecycle 204201%). Based on the estimate of
hazardous waste to be generated duringlthwnth project, 3,84 cubic yardgepresents approximately
0.02% of the remainingapacity available in California Class | landfills.

Table 17. Existing Class | Landfills

Estimated Maximum Permitted Daily Current Remaining
Landfill Location Closing Year Load (tons per day) Capacity (cubic yards)
Clean Harbors Buttonwillow January 1, 2040 10,500 NA
City
Chemical Waste Kettleman City | January 1, 2030 2,000 17,468,595
Management Inc.
Total 12,500 17,468,595

Source: CalRecycle 2019a, 2019b.
Notes: NA = not applicable.

The amount of waste generated during project construction is not expexteddtate or local standards,
significantly impact landfill capacjt@sotherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reductionTyoals
project would res$uin alessthansignificantmpact related to solid waste.
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e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
requlations related to solid waste

No Impact. As discussed above, fmject would generate wars types of solid waste. In relation to the

local management and reduction technibaedlingand disposal of this waste, LADWP would comply with

all City andstate solid waste diversion, reduction, and recycling mandates, including compliance with the
countywide Integrated Waste Management Plarefore, o impact would occur.

Reference<Cited

CalRecycle02%. Facility/Site Summary Details: Clean HarbdtsrBuillowLLC (15AA-0257). Accessed April
2019 https://www?2.calrecycle.ca.gov/swfacilities/DirectoryAl&s-0257

CalRecycle. 201.9acility/Site Summary Details: Chemical Waste ManageméntitiBel7 (16AA-0027).
Accessed April 201&tps://www2.@lrecycle.ca.gov/swfacilities/Directory/A8-0027/.

County of Los Angeles. 20Cauntywide Integrated Waste Management Plan 2017 Apnu20E&port
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/epd/swims/ShowDoc.aspx?id=6530&hp=yes&type=PDF.

3.20 Wildfire

Less-Than-
Significant
If located in or near state responsibility areas or Potentially Impact with Less-Than-
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity | Significant Mitigation Significant
zones, would the project would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency (] (] ] =

response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to, pollutant ] ] = ]
concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines,
or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or L] L] 2 L]
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts
to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope N N N X
instability, or drainage changes?
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The California Department of Forestry and Fire Services (CAL FIRE) is responsible for designating fire hazard sevel
zones (FHSZs) within the State Responsibility Area throughout California. FHSZs are geographical areas with
elevated risk for wildfireazard. The State Responsibility Area is the area for which the state assumes financia
responsibility for fire suppression and protection. CAL FIRE also creates recommended maps for very high FHSZ
within the Local Responsibility Area, which are thepteatjoor modified and adopted, by local jurisdictions.
Development within a State Responsibility AredeHSZis required to abide by specific development and design
standards. A r Staté Responsiliility BradmapsiH8E maps revealedatithe project site is not

located within a State Responsibility Area or a very high FHSZ (CAL FIRE-@@6&), the Los Angeles Fire
Department Fire Zone Map indicates that the project site is not located ieithity alesignatectry high FHSZ

(LAFD 2019)Nonetheless, a response has been provided for the following threshold questions.

a) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact.The City Emergency Management Department isnsbfe for the planning and response to
recovery from natural, humaaused, and accidental incidents (City of Los Angeles 20JEnergency
Management Departmeist tasked with distributing the Emergency Operations Master Plan and Master
Procedures a@nAnnexes within the city and updatesthetegnergency response and recovery plan (City of
Los Angeles 2019s such, the project woutdo mp | vy  wi tEmergentyeOpddtiatny Master Plan
during project construction and demolition activities.

Theproject applicant would be required to design, construct, and maintain structures, roadways, and faciliti
to comply with applicable local, regional, state, and federal requirements related to emergency access
evacuation plans. Teie plan, includg the access driveways, would be reviewed and approved by the City
Fire Department during construction drawing plan check review. Adherence to these requirements woult
ensure that potential impacts related to this issue remain below a level of sigmficananitigation is
requiredAdditionally, nder Ordnance 2030003Sectionl98, 2017 of the Fire Codlee County mandates

that emergency vehicle access, fire lanes, and existing fire apparatus access roads be maintained as per S
503(County of Los Angeles 20I)ereforetheproject would not impair emergency vehicle access associated
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

Furthermore, therpject would be located within an indussii@, which isurroundedby industrial and
commercial use€onstruction vehicles woulccass the site v@d San Fernando Roado permanent or
temporary street closures are planned dundjertactivitiesEmergency acg®to or egre$som the poject
site or suwwunding areas would not be advera#flycted. As suclproject activitieswould not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency responsn@egeacy evacuation
plan; thusho impact would occu
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b)

d)

Due to slope, prewiling winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The project woulthvolve demolition and removal of structwigisin the VGS
propertyDue to the nature of the project and the flat surrounding surface of the immediaegatbjerct would

be no significant risk pollutant concentration exposure from a wildfiteeouncontrollable spread of a wildfire
causetby a geographic slope prevailing windélthough the Sun Valley commuistyot a located withafire
hazardzone(CAL FIRE 2007LAFD 2019)thee aresurrounding areas to the north, east, west, athdsafall

within fire hazardzonesand could expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations should Los Angeles
experience a wildfildowever, e closest fire zone locatiomfigroximately thileeast of theroject site in the
community of Stonehuystnd the area between the fire zone and the project site consists of urban development
Therefore, the likelihood ekposing project occupants to pollutant concentratidins uncontrolled spread of a
wildfireis minimalFurthemore the project would not result in additional occupants on the project site with the
exception of construction workers dutamgporargonstruction and demolition activitidsus jmpacts associated

with wildfiresvouldbe less than significant

Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads,
fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts tehe environment?

Less Than-Significant Impact. The project woulddlemolish andemove structures and systevithin the

VGS propertyThe project would involve minor repairs to the access driveway off Old San Fernando Road,;
however, this has been analyzed as part of the project and would not result in an increased fire risk or result
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environmeitait one prefabricated trailer would be added to the site,
which would require utility hookups. However, the installation of utility hookups to the prefabricated trailer(s)
is not anticipated to exacerbate fire risk or result in impacts to the envjrasrtien entire project site is
entirelydevelopedr disturbed, and is not located with a very high fire hazardl hemdore, theproject

would not require the installation maintenance of associated infrastructug,oads, fuels breaks,
emergecy water sources, power lines, other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result i
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environmbenpacts related to the installation of associated
infrastructure would be less than significant

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, podire slope instability, or drainage changes?

No Impact. The project wouléghvolve demolition antemo\al of structures and systemghin the VGS
property Due to the nature of the project and the flat surrounding saffdleeimmediate project locatipns
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there would be no significant risk of downslope or downstream flooding as a result of ruficEfdqoest
inst@ability, or drainage change. The water used to suppress dust during the demolition iwonaldseo
normalvolume orflow. Additionallytwo areas within the VGS site fall inside the Van Nuys landslide zone
(CGS 1998). Both landslide zones reside within a gravel pit area that is located in the northwest corner of tl
VGS propertyThe project does not involve any demolition activitieswhighgravel pit areah@demolition

areasire located on flaurfacesouth and southeast of the gravel pit and do not fall within the landslide zone
boundaries. Thus, no impact would occur.

Reference<Cited

CAL FIRE (California Department of Forestngd Fire Protection). 2007. Los Angeles County FHSZ Map. Accessed
May 13, 201%ttps://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fhsz_maps_losangeles

CGS (alifornia Geological Survel®98. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation Van Nuys Quadrangle.
Preparedby T., K., and J. Thompson. Accessed May 9,12ft9gmw.consrv.ca.gov/
SHP/EZRIM/Maps/VAN_NUYS_EZRIM.pdf.

City of Los Angeles. 20Tty Council Emergency Preparednesattasdbeddiday 13, 201s://emergency.lacity.org/
sites/gffiles/wph®6/f/2017%20City%20Council%20Handbook%20FINAL.pdf.

City of Los Angeles. 2019. Emergency Management Department. Accessed Maiti8//26i€&gency.lacity.org/

County of Los Angeles. 2019. Los Angeles Municipal Code,, Hite &deArticle4811.9Fire Department
AccessAccessed June 3, 201tps://library.municode.com/cal/los_angeles_county/codes/
code_of ordinances?nodeld=TIT32FICO_4811.9FIDEAC

LAFD (Los Angeles Fire Departmer)19:Fire Zone Mapy. [ di g i t Actess&lvVah3, @G9. a ] .
https://www.lafd.org/fireprevention/brush/firezone/firezonemap.
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3.21

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-Than-

Significant

Impact with

Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Does the project have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Does the project have the potential tasubstantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal communitgubstantially reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Less Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As previouslydiscussed in thisIND,
impacts to biological, cultural (archaeological and human remains) and Native American cultural resourc
would be less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation.

As discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Respuhsernamental trees amdlisting structures of the
decommissioned power generating units provide potential suitable nesting habitat for a variety of common bil
species known to occur in the area and protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty and California Fish and Garr
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Code SectioB500 et seddditionally, a focused bat survey conducted in October 2019 by Dudek determined
that two bat species, canyon Paréstrellus hegpandsMexican freailed batTadarida brasiligngisage

and potentially roost on the project specsically within and adjacent to Unit 4 and its associated smoke
stack. Therefore, if project activities at this location commence during the maternity breeding season of Mart
through August, there may be a direct impact to a bat maternity roosis ednsidered a wildlife nursery

site and would be considered a significant infpatihermore, while the project site does not contain any
rivers or streams that could support native riparian habitat, the thickleaf yerba santa scrub located within tt
Bearing Cooling Tower Foundation proposed demolition area, is considered a S3 sensitive natural communi
by CDFW. If demolition of the cooling tower foundation also results in the removal of this vegetation
community, this projectlated impact to a sengtnatural community would be considered significant and
would require compensatory haHitesed mitigatiols such, implementation of MBIO-1 through MM

BIO-3 would be required to reduce impacts to less than significant.

Additionally, the project cloupotentiallyeliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory. As discussed in Sectioar8iS5ection 3.18, Tri@lltural Resources, the study area

has been extensively disturbed as a result of the developmaihtareance of the Valley Generating Station

and any surficial and/or subsurface evidence of archaeological resource deposits that may be present within
site have likely been disturbed or destroyed. Given these factors, the likelihood of affaetiagiaad
resources during project implementation is considered to be low. However, in the event that archaeologic
resources are discovered during graistdrbing activities, management recommendations for the
unanticipated discovery of archaeolbggsaurces shall be practiced as indicated iCMML. Additionally,

no prehistoric or historic burials were identified within the project area as a result of the recoBilsceearch.

the site has been previously developed, gthstoabing activitiemssociated with demolition of the proposed

units are unlikely to uncover human remains. However, in the event that human skeletal remains are uncovel
during groundlisturbing activities, management recommendations shall be practiced as indic&iétl in MM

2. Furthermore, it is possible that intact TCRs are present at subsurface depths that were not earlier impact
by the current osite development. For this reason, the project site should be treated as potentially sensitive
for TCRs. & such MM-TCR1 through MM-TCR-3 are recommended t@duce potential impacts to
unanticipated TCRs to below a level of significance

Based on the compliance with NBWD-1, MM-BIO2, MM-BIO-3, MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, MM-TCR-1,
MM-TCR-2, and MMTCR-3, impacts resulting from theject, which may have the potentiaubstantially

degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
or wildlife population to drop below sslistaining levels, threaten to eliminatard or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plantcoredininalte
important examples of the major periods of California history or prekistdd/be less than significant.
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b)

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(oCumul atively considerabl ed means that the [ nci
viewed in connection with tfe effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?

LessThan-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As concluded throughout this MND, the project

would have no impact, a lsansigrificant impact, or a ledsansignificant impact with mitigation incorporated

with respect to all environmental impact areas outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Environmental
ChecklistFor all resource areas analyzed, with the incorporatiositdé fedtigation measures identified within
this MND, t he -epelimgaasovouldde redacdd tathimssigniidant levels, which would, in

turn, reduce the potential for these impacts to be considered part of any possible curactaiiVeefpre, the

project would not result in individually limited but cumulatively considerable impacts.

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effectsioman
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As evaluated throughout this document,

with incorporation of mitigation, environmental impacts associated with the project would be reduced to less
thansignificant levels. Thus, the project would notttlirer indirectly cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings.
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